No-Property-Tax Cities After Proposition 13 by Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee & Assembly Local Government Committee
Golden Gate University School of Law
GGU Law Digital Commons
California Assembly California Documents
11-6-1980
No-Property-Tax Cities After Proposition 13
Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee
Assembly Local Government Committee
Follow this and additional works at: http://digitalcommons.law.ggu.edu/caldocs_assembly
Part of the Legislation Commons, and the Taxation-State and Local Commons
This Committee Report is brought to you for free and open access by the California Documents at GGU Law Digital Commons. It has been accepted
for inclusion in California Assembly by an authorized administrator of GGU Law Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
jfischer@ggu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee and Assembly Local Government Committee, "No-Property-Tax Cities After
Proposition 13" (1980). California Assembly. Paper 449.
http://digitalcommons.law.ggu.edu/caldocs_assembly/449
NO · PROPERTY · TAX CITIES 
AFTER PROPOSITION 13 
A Briefing Book 
Prepared by the Staffs of the 
ASSEMBLY REVENUE AND TAXATION COMMITTEE 
WADlE P. DEDDEH 
Chairman 
and the 
ASSEMBLY LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE 
MARILYN RYAN 
Chairman 
for 
jOINT COMMITTEE INTERIM HEARING 
November 6, 1980 
Rolling Hills Estates 
825 
• 
PREFACE 
This report is designed to provide members of the 
Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee and the Assembly 
Local Government Committee, as well as witnesses, with a 
background on the status of no-property-tax cities after 
Proposition 13 and an overview of the issues and options 
to be discussed at the interim hearing on November 6, 1980. 
The pink page at the beginning of this report provides 
a summary of the issues, questions and legislative op.tions. 
The white pages comprise the background report and analysis 
of policy issues and legislative options. The green pages 
contain appendices. 
This briefing book was prepared by Ellen Worcester 
and Bob Leland, consultants to the Assembly Revenue and 
Taxation Committee, and Julie Castelli Nauman, Principal 
Consultant to the Assembly Local Government Committee. 
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Issue 
SUMMARY 
NO-PROPERTY-TAX CITIES 
AFTER PROPOSITION 13 
There are 31 California cities that currently receive 
no property tax allocation under the system established 
by AB 8. Is there a need to change this situation, and if 
so, how? 
Questions 
1. What characteristics set these 31 cities apart 
from other California cities in terms of need for supple-
mental revenue? 
2. What policy considerations are raised by this 
proposed departure from the framework of AB 8? 
Legislative Options 
1. Allocate a portion of the property tax "base" to 
no-property-tax cities. 
2. Allocate a portion of the annual property tax 
"increment" attributable to assessed value growth to no-
property-tax cities. 
3. Follow either option 1 or 2, but apply it to only 
those cities with the highest identified "need". 
4. Make no change in the current allocation system, 
allowing no-property-tax cities to seek out other sources 
of supplemental revenue. 
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BACKGROUND 
Requirements of Proposition 13 
Proposition 13 placed a limit on local property taxes 
of no more than 1% of full cash value, and provided that 
the Legislature determine how that revenue is to be distri-
buted among local jurisdictions. 
Section l(a) of Article XIIIA reads as follows: 
The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on 
real property shall not exceed one percent 
(1%) of the full cash value of such property. 
The one percent (1%) tax to be collected (sic) 
by the counties and apportioned according to 
law to the districts within the counties. 
First Year "Bailout"--SB 154 
In the first fiscal year following the adoption of 
Proposition 13 the Legislature provided for a temporary 
system of financing local government. SB 154 of 1978, 
the local government "bailout" bill, provided a method for 
distributing the proceeds of the 1% tax to each entity of 
local government and also provided for the distribution of 
state assistance to make up in part for local property tax 
losses. The overall policy of SB 154 was to maintain the 
relative pre-13 fiscal positions of all local governments, 
requiring each to sustain an approximate 10% reduction in 
revenue from the prior fiscal year. Thus, SB 154 did not 
result in any revenue redistribution nor in any adjustment 
in the relative fiscal positions of local entities. 
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SB 154 provided that in 1978-79 the countywide pro-
ceeds of the 1% property tax--a $4.00 rate under the 25% 
assessment ratio--were to be distributed Ero rata to local 
agencies. The basis for the Ero rata distribution was the 
average percentage of annual property tax revenue collected 
(exclusive of levies for debt retirement) by that city, county 
or district over the prior three fiscal years. Therefore, 
only agencies which levied a property tax sometime during 
the three years prior to the adoption of Proposition 13 
were entitled to "bailout" under SB 154. 
For further description of SB 154, see "Summary of 
Legislation Implementing Proposition 13", published by the 
Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 1 July 10, 1978. 
Long-term Local Government Finance--AB 8 
In 1979, the Legislature enacted a permanent system 
of post-Proposition 13 local government finance, thereby 
bringing to an end state "bailout" of local agencies. AB 8, 
the long term local finance bill, provided for a permanent 
means of distributing among local agencies the proceeds of 
the countywide $4.00 property tax rate, and also provided 
for state assumption of certain program costs previously 
financed from the local property tax. 
The basic system established by AB 8 ensured that in 
any fiscal year, a local government will receive property 
tax revenue equal to what it received in the Erior year 
(called "base"), plus its share of any growth in revenue 
due to growth in assessed value within its boundaries 
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(called "increment"). Each year, the "increment" attributable 
to a.v. growth is added to the previous year's "base", which 
together become next year's "base" amount. Every year within 
each county, the sum total of all property tax revenues from 
levy of the $4.00 rate is distributed in this manner; there 
is never any revenue unallocated. 
The 1979-80 bases created for each city, county and 
special district were very close to the combined amounts 
received the previous year by each agency under SB 154 from 
its share of property tax plus state "bailout". Thus like 
the first year bailout, the permanent system set up by AB 8 
maintains the relative financial positions of local agencies 
as they were 2rior to Proposition 13. 
Appendix I breaks down property tax allocations by 
type of local agency and by county, for fiscal years 1977-78 
(the last year prior to Proposition 13), 1978-79, and 1979-80. 
For more information on AB 8, see "Long-Term Local 
Government and School Financing", published by the Senate 
Local Government Committee, October 29, 1979. 
"No-Property-Tax" Cities 
Before the adoption of Proposition 13, there were a 
number of California cities which levied no property tax. 
These cities were able to finance their municipal services 
through other sources of revenues, most typically large 
sales tax receipts and state subventions. Because the 
financing mechanisms established in both SB 154 and AB 8 
were based on prior years' property tax proceeds, these 
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cities received no permanent property tax allocation. These 
cities now qualify neither for property tax "base" nor for 
the "increment" of property tax revenues attributable to 
growth in assessed value within the city limits, and have 
been dubbed "no-property-tax" cities. 
The 31 California cities now receiving no property 
tax allocation are listed in Table 1. 
It should be pointed out that cities which were incor-
porated just prior to or after the adoption of Proposition 13 
are not "no-property-tax" cities. Two such cities, Lemon 
Grove and Rancho Cucamonga, which incorporated in June 1978, 
both receive a property tax allocation as a result of their 
assumption of service responsibilities from special districts. 
Two other cities, La Habra Heights and Grand Terrace, which 
incorporated in November 1978, receive a property tax alloca-
tion based on a special allocation of state assistance made in 
AB 8. 
Finally, AB 8 provided a mechanism for assigning a 
property tax "base" to newly incorporated cities. This 
procedure has been used for recently incorporated cities 
such as Avenal, Atascadero and Paradise. 
The rationale for allowing new cities to receive 
revenues is that, unlike the existing cities, they have no 
proven track record of being able to get along without 
property tax revenues. It is the right of citizens to peti-
tion for the incorporation of a city, and the Legislature 
has not deprived people of the property tax as a revenue 
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TABLE 1 
NO-PROPERTY-TAX CITIES 
JUNE 1980 
Contra Costa County Orange County 
Yorba Linda Lafayette 
Pleasant Hill 
Riverside County 
Los Angeles County 
* 
Artesia 
Bellflower 
Carson 
Cerritos 
Commerce 
Cudahy 
La Canada-Flintridge 
La Mirada* 
Lancaster 
La Puente 
Lawndale 
Lomita 
Norwalk* 
Palmdale 
Paramount 
Pico Rivera 
Rolling Hills Estates 
Rosemead 
South El Monte 
Temple City 
Palm Desert 
Rancho Mirage 
San Bernardino County 
Victorville 
San Mateo County 
Coloma 
Foster City 
Ventura County 
Camarillo 
Simi Valley 
Thousand Oaks 
Began receiv1ng property tax in 1980-81 fiscal 
year because of dissolution of Southeast Los Angeles 
Park and Recreation District, and assumption by these 
cities of district's property tax base. 
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source if it is needed for a new city--for which there is 
local support--to succeed. Extending property taxes to that 
entity, however, comes with the full realization that every 
other jurisdiction in the county will have that much less 
property tax revenue, which is the price that must be paid 
for "more government". 
Cities' Need For Property Tax Revenues 
During the 1980 legislative session, the no-property-
tax cities came to the Legislature with a request that they 
be provided an allocation of property tax revenues. This 
proposal, in the form of AB 2742 (Bannai), was sent to 
interim study by the Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee. 
(See Appendix II for text and bill analysis.) 
These cities advance three major arguments in support 
of their request for property taxes, which are outlined below. 
Equity. Before Proposition 13, each taxing jurisdiction 
in a county levied a tax rate sufficient to support the 
services it provided. Residents throughout the county paid 
different tax rates depending on the combination of agencies 
serving them. But now, even though all county residents pay 
a fixed $4.00 rate, agencies within the county receive vary-
ing allocations based on their pre-13 share of the revenues. 
This means a no-property-tax city resident is paying the 
$4.00 tax rate, but none of the proceeds go to the city to 
pay for services. At the same time, residents of a neigh-
boring community pay the same $4.00 rate, a portion of which 
is allocated to the city to support government operations. 
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No-property-tax cities argue that they, in effect, are 
"exporting" revenue, or "subsidizing" other jurisdictions 
in the county, and deserve a "fair share" of the total 
property taxes raised in the county. 
Need. The no-property-tax cities argue that just 
because they were able to get by without property tax 
revenue in the past doesn't mean that they will never need 
it in the future. The cities cite service obligations that 
are growing at a rate which outpaces revenue growth, for 
reasons such as inflation and uneconomic annexations. Some 
cities have subsidized from their own general funds revenue 
shortfalls of the special districts providing public safety 
and recreation services within city boundaries. Others 
emphasize the inflexibility or instability of the revenue 
sources they are now forced to rely upon, such as fees and 
charges or sales taxes, arguing that a stable source such 
as the property tax will facilitate future budget planning 
and controlled growth of city services. 
Development Incentive. No-property-tax cities argue 
that they have little incentive to approve residential 
development, since they now do not receive increased 
revenue from the resulting growth in assessed valuation. 
Providing a property tax allocation would remove this 
disincentive. 
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Policy Issues Involved 
The request by no-property-tax cities for some alloca-
tion of property tax revenues raises several policy issues. 
1. Replacement of Lost Property Taxes. As emphasized 
in the Background section, the basis of AB 8's long-term 
finance mechanism was replacement of property tax revenues 
lost as a result of Proposition 13. No-property-tax cities 
did not fit into this scheme because they had no property 
taxes in the first place, and thus had no loss to replace. 
The existing demand for revenue is far in excess of 
the available supply. Is it equitable to allow such cities 
to receive property tax revenues at the expense of the 
county, special districts and perhaps other cities which 
did lose property tax revenues under Prop. 13, and which 
do need replacement revenues? 
The argument may be made that just because a city chose 
not to levy a property tax in the past doesn't mean it 
might not desire to do so in the future, perhaps because of 
increased service demands. However, is not such a city 
still better off than other cities which lost half of their 
prior property tax revenue? The no-property-tax cities 
were apparently able to maintain an adequate level of 
services in years past by reliance on revenue sources other 
than the property tax. Data indicate a continued growth in 
all non-property tax revenue sources from pre-13 levels. 
2. "Zero-sum" Game. The $4.00 countywide property tax 
rate produces a fixed sum of revenues. To allocate a portion 
of this fixed sum to a city not now receiving property tax 
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revenues requires an equivalent reduction for other agencies 
within the county. 
This also raises the further question of how the reduc-
tion would be shared among the other agencies. Should some 
agencies be "excused" from having to forego any of their own 
property tax revenues? If so, the amount taken from the 
remaining agencies will be that much larger. 
3 . "Loss Replacement" vs. "Need" as Basis for Property 
Tax Allocation. The intent of AB 8 was not to redistribute 
fiscal resources among local agencies nor to allocate revenues 
based on "need". Acquiesence to the request of the no-
property-tax cities to provide property tax revenues according to 
cities' fiscal need would represent a fundamental departure 
from the policy of AB 8. 
Can "need" be equally demonstrated by all 31 cities? In 
what ways are these cities similar, or different in nature? Are 
some cities more deserving than others? (See Profile of 
the 31 Cities, pages 13-16.) 
4. Equity vs. Subsidy. Currently, all property owners 
in the state pay the same basic $4 tax rate, no matter how 
* much "government" they get. The same $4 rate applies to a 
taxpayer in a city which i~ receiving property tax revenues, 
as well as a taxpayer in a city not receiving property taxes. 
* A mechanism now exists in AB 8 for a local agency 
to reduce its property tax allocation, and in effect 
reduce the tax rate below $4 for taxpayers within that 
tax rate area(s). It is unknown how many taxpayers, 
if any, may be paying less than a $4 rate at present. 
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However, no-property-tax cities are not the only 
agencies that may be "exporting" tax revenues, that is, 
subsidizing other jurisdictions within the county. Since 
the property tax is allocated based on an agency's pre-13 
share of the property tax, all formerly lower-tax-rate 
agencies are essentially subsidizing those formerly higher-
tax-rate agencies. 
Modifying the allocation system to address this 
subsidization effect for no-property-tax cities only could 
open up the entire AB 8 allocation system for re-examination, a 
far larger undertaking than the present concern for the 
no-property-tax cities only. 
5. New ReVenue Sources. Obtaining a "new" source of 
revenue in this manner is akin to levying a !'special tax". 
Proposition 13 provided that cities may obtain new sources 
of revenue (except from a property tax) but only upon a 
two-thirds vote of the electorate. Would providing a 
share of the existing $4.00 property tax to no-property-tax 
cities thus be in violation of the intent of Proposition 13, 
either because it is a new property tax revenue source or 
because it would be obtained without approval of two-thirds 
of the electorate? Any other city must obtain a two-thirds 
vote of its electorate to receive a new revenue source. 
6. Prop. 4 Limits. It is not clear where these 31 
cities stand in relation to their Prop. 4 appropriations 
limits. Any cities at or close to their limits may go over 
if they attempt to spend additional revenues received in 
11 
the form of a new property tax allocation. Revenues received 
in excess of appropriations must be returned to the taxpayers 
(or used for an "exempt" purpose, such as debt retirement). 
Would it be an efficient use of scarce resources to reallo-
cate property taxes in a way that takes revenues from one 
entity and gives it to another, which must return that 
revenue to its own taxpayers? 
7. State Impact. As raised in the second policy issue 
above, allocating revenues to no-property-tax cities means 
a reduction in the allocations to other entities in that 
county. If such legislation is drafted so that property taxes 
to schools are reduced, the state must make a dollar-for-
dollar increase in state apportionments to those schools. 
8. Approval of New Development. Currently, no-
property-tax cities may be reluctant to approve any new 
development (particularly residential development). Residen-
tial development generates primarily property tax revenue 
(which a no-property-tax city cannot share in), whereas 
commercial development generates other types of revenue such 
as sales taxes, hotel room surtaxes, and others. A no-
property-tax city which approves new residential development 
would receive no revenue to offset the cost of providing 
services. 
To allow these cities to share in the property tax may 
eliminate some of this disincentive to approve such develop-
ment. However, controversy existed prior to Prop 13 as to 
whether some types of development, especially residential, 
12 
"paid it own way". Post-13, with much less property tax 
revenue from such development than before, it can only be 
less able to "pay its own way". Thus, it is not entirely 
clear whether receiving a relatively small share of property 
taxes will be the controlling factor in whether or not 
future developments would be approved by a no-property-tax 
city. 
Profile of the 31 No-Property-Tax Cities 
The Assembly Office of Research has conducted a study 
of the fiscal characteristics of the 31 no-property-tax 
cities, in an attempt to identify any unique aspects of these 
cities' fiscal conditions which may set them apart from other 
California cities. The study report is attached in full 
as Appendix III. 
The study approach was to look at a number of indicators 
of city revenue capacity and expenditure obligations, and 
compare the average figures for the 31 no-property-tax cities 
to average figures for the 387 other California cities 
(excluding San Francisco), as well as to a subset of 97 
cities more similar to the no-property-tax cities. 
While the use of averages admittedly describes a mythi-
cal city that does not illustrate each city's unique circum-
stances, this method nonetheless does give a broadbrush 
perspective on the things that set no-property-tax cities 
as a group aside from other cities. 
However, AOR's survey also functions to point out 
that there are many distinct differences between the 31 
no-property-tax ci es themselves. 
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Salient findings are summarized here. Refer to Appendix 
III for the complete study. 
Service Responsibility. One of the characteristics 
that immediately sets the 31 cities apart as a group from 
many other California cities is that virtually all (28 out 
of 31) provide no fire service. Furthermore, 27 of the 31 
provide no library service. In each instance, the service 
is provided by an overlapping special district which has 
its own property tax revenue. For this reason, AOR in its 
study selected for comparative purposes a subset of 97 
California cities more closely comparable to the no-property-
tax cities in that they too do not provide fire service. 
Revenue from All sources. On the average, the 31 no-
property-tax cities have just over half the per capita 
revenue from all sources ($166) that the other 387 California 
cities have ($330). However, the difference in average 
revenue per capita between the no-property-tax cities and 
the 97 comparable cities is much smaller--$166 per capita 
vs. $219 per capita respectively. Thus compared with like 
cities in terms of expenditure requirements, the total 
revenue of no-property-tax cities on average is lower by 
appa:-oximately 25%. The components of this revenue "short-
fall" are touched on below. 
Property Taxes. All other California cities receive 
on average 15% of their total revenues from the property 
tax. For the subset of 97 cities similar to no-property-
tax cities, property taxes average 12% of total receipts. 
In the 31 cities, obviously, it is 0%. 
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Federal Grants. For reasons not entirely clear, the 
no-property-tax cities receive on average less than half 
the per capita federal grants (exclusive of revenue sharing)--
$15--than the 97 other cities receive--$33. 
Other Revenues. In the categories of other local 
taxes, service charges and other miscellaneous sources of 
income, no-property-tax cities also receive noticeably 
less revenue per capita than the comparable 97 cities. 
Sales Taxes. Compared with their 97 counterparts 
without fire service responsibility, the no-property-tax 
cities receive more in per capita sales tax revenues--$59 
compared with $50. This offsets to some degree the lesser 
revenue yield in the categories listed above, but the net 
effect remains that no-property-tax cities have lower 
total revenue per capita. 
Upcoming Revenue Losses. Several no-property-tax 
cities face substantial declines in future state shared 
revenues (vehicle license fees, cigarette taxes, gas taxes, 
and others) after the results of the 1980 census are released.* 
Particularly hard hit will be new cities--incorporated since 
the 1970 census--which currently receive subventions based on 
estimated population calculated by multiplying registered city 
voters by three. It has become clear that this formula over-
estimated actual population, as counted in the 1980 census. 
Other no-property-tax cities face such reductions in state sub-
ventions due to actual population declines since 1970. It should 
* La Canada-Fllntridge, Lancaster, Norwalk, Paramount, 
Pico Rivera, and South El Monte. 
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be emphasized that a number of California cities that do 
receive property tax allocations will also be subject to 
reductions in state subventions due to 1980 census recal-
culations. 
Differences Among No-Property-Tax Cities. Several 
marked differences in the fiscal conditions of the 31 cities 
were also brought to light by the AOR survey. For example, 
two cities--Coloma and Commerce--have extremely high sales 
tax revenues, up to eight times as high as the state average 
sales tax revenue per capita. As another example, growth in 
total city revenues from 1978-79 to 1979-80 ranged from a 
decline of 4.3% (for Lawndale) to an increase of 32.1% 
(in Rolling Hills Estates). Finally, two cities previously 
included in the group of no-property-tax cities (La Mirada 
and Norwalk) have assumed the property tax base of a dissolved 
special district, raising the question whether they still 
qualify as "no-property-tax" cities. 
Legislative Options 
There are various options open to the Legislature in 
dealing with these no-property-tax cities. A range of 
options is given below, with a brief description of each, 
and comments as to how that option addresses the policy 
issues previously raised. 
OPTION I - ALLOCATE A PORTION OF THE BASE AMOUNT OF PROPERTY 
TAX TO THE NO-PROPERTY-TAX CITIES 
Description 
Under this option, no-property-tax cities would be 
entitled to a share of the property tax generated within 
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the city. All other local agencies with service respon-
sibilities within the city which currently share in the 
property tax revenue generated in the city would have those 
shares reduced, presumably on a proportional basis. 
Comments 
1. Entitlement to Increment. If these cities are 
allocated a "base" share of property tax they would also 
automatically be entitled to receive a share of the annual 
tax increment in future years. 
2. Recalculation of Allocation Factors. Since the 
county auditors have calculated an allocation factor for 
each local agency which receives property tax revenues and 
these factors are used annually in making allocations of the 
increment, the inclusion of another agency (a no-property-
tax city) in the group of agencies sharing property tax 
revenues from a given tax rate area would necessitate a one-
time recalculation of the allocation factors for all local 
agencies in each tax rate area within the city. This could be 
quite complex and costly. 
3. Cost of Providing Services. These cities, as is 
currently the case with all other cities, would receive 
property tax revenues generated by any new development within 
the city. The revenue would be available to offset the 
increase in service costs which a city must bear to provide 
services to new developments. 
4. Guarantee of Annual Property Tax Revenue. By 
allocating these cities a share of the "base", in any given 
17 
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year, these cities will be assured of receiving at least the 
same amount of property tax as they received in the prior 
year. Thus even if there was no growth in assessed value--
a zero increment--these cities would still receive a property 
tax allocation. If there was a decline in assessed value from 
one year to the next, these cities, like all local agencies 
currently receiving property tax revenues, would realize a 
proportionate reduction in their allocation . 
5. Policy Issues. The full import of the policy issues 
previously raised applies to this option. Option I results in 
the greatest loss of revenues to other agencies in the county, 
and creates the greatest potential Prop. 4 impact. 
OPTION II - ALLOCATE A PORTION OF THE ANNUAL TAX INCREMENT 
TO THE NO-PROPERTY-TAX CITIES 
Description 
Under this option the no-property-tax cities would 
not receive any property tax revenues from current collec-
tions, but would be entitled to receive a share of the annual 
tax increment which is due to growth in assessed value 
within the city. This is the approach taken in AB 2742 
(Bannai) . 
Comments 
1. Growth Issues. Option II allows these cities to 
receive property tax revenue from new development which is 
served by such cities, and eliminates the potentially 
significant disincentive for approving new non-commercial 
development within the city. 
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2. "Loss" to Other Agencies Mitigated. Since the 
city would share in the property tax only to the extent 
that there is an increase in assessed value within the 
city, no other local agency would actually lose current 
property tax revenues, i.e., there would be no reduction 
in any other agencies' base, only in their future incre-
ment. 
Some of this future increment from a.v. growth might 
never have accrued to the other local agencies, if the 
no-property-tax city had declined to approve any develop-
ment. However, most increment comes from the annual 2% 
inflation increase in assessments and from "change in 
ownership" reappraisals, over which the city has no control. 
Thus, to the extent that a no-property-tax city would share 
in that portion of the increment due to the 2% annual 
adjustment and changes in ownership, it could be argued 
that the property tax share counted on by all other local 
agencies within the city would be reduced. 
3. Calculation of Share of the Increment. There are 
two ways to deal with allocating a portion of the increment 
to a no-property-tax city. Under one approach, the city 
would receive a fixed portion of the increment annually 
"off the top"--(for example, 6%)--with the remainder of 
the increment allocated to the other agencies within the 
tax rate area. Thus the amount of property tax revenues 
received in any year by one of these cities would be deter-
mined solely on basis of the amount of the increment for 
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that particular year. If there were no growth in assessed 
value or a decline in assessed value for that year, the 
city would receive no property tax revenue. 
Under the other approach, the city would receive a 
fixed portion of the increment annually, but the amount 
received in the first year would become a "base" for the 
city. Thus for the following year and every year thereafter 
the city would receive not only its fixed percentage share 
of the increment, but it would also receive an amount 
equal to its base amount for the prior year plus a portion 
of the increment attributable to this base amount. Thus, 
even if there was no growth in assessed value for a particular 
year, the city would still receive an allocation of property 
tax revenues, which would further reduce the revenue "pot" 
available for all other agencies. 
4. Recalculation of Allocation Factors. As with Op-
tion I, if no-property-tax cities are allocated a portion of 
the increment, and this increment becomes a base share for such 
cities, the auditor would be required to recalculate the 
allocation factors for all local agencies in each tax 
rate area within the city. 
OPTION III - GRANT EITHER INCREMENT ONLY OR BASE PLUS INCRE-
MENT TO ONLY SOME OF THE 31 NO-PROPERTY-TAX 
CITIES 
Description 
Based on a tight definition reflecting "need", only some 
of the 31 no-property-tax cities would receive a share of 
revenues, under either the Option I or Option II approach. 
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Conunents 
1. Priorities. Rather than lumping all 31 cities 
together, this option recognizes that valid distinctions 
can be drawn, saying in effect that some of these cities 
are more needy than others, and that, cognizant of the 
revenue loss/shift and Prop. 4 implications of Option I, 
not all cities should receive a revenue share. 
2. AOR Report. The AOR study attached as Appendix III 
provides some basic information which may aid in this priori-
ization. For example, maybe only cities with a certain 
level of per capita expenditures should qualify, or maybe 
only those with severe limits on revenue from a variety of 
sources. Or perhaps only those formed since 1970, which 
relied on the registered-voter-times-three factor in lieu 
of actual population to allocate certain state subventions, 
where this level of funding may drop precipitously in light 
. * of the new 1980 census f1gures. 
OPTION IV - NO CHANGE IN CURRENT ALLOCATION SYSTEM 
Description 
Under this option the no-property-tax cities would not 
receive any property tax revenues from either current collec-
tions or from the annual tax increment due to growth in 
assessed value within the city. 
Comments 
1. Status Quo. Obviously, Option IV involves no added 
county administrative expense, no revenue shifting or losses, 
* Keep 1n m1nd that other California cities which do receive 
property tax allocations will also be subject to subvent1on 
reductions based on the 1980 census. They could argue they 
also need special state fiscal assistance. 
21 
and no new Prop. 4 impacts. The no-property-tax cities 
would in effect be told to raise the relatively small 
amount of new revenue being discussed by an alternative 
means, such as by a "special tax". 
2. Alternative Revenue Sources. On the other hand, 
a two-thirds vote is an extraordinary requirement, and 
such a new tax may not be approved. And if it were, it may 
be argued tha:t these no-property-tax city taxpayers would 
be required to pay twice for services, because payment of 
the special taxes would be made in addition to payment of 
the basic $4.00 property tax rate, no portion of which is 
returned to the city. 
22 
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SUMMARY OF PROPERTY TAX REVENUES IN 1977-78 AND 1978-79 
1977-18 
Levies 
Subventions 
Levies+Subventions 
Redevelopment 
Levies+Subv.-Redev. 
Debt 
Levies+Subv.-Redev.-
Debt 
1978-79 
Lev1es 
Subventior.s 
Levies+Subventions 
Redevelopment 
LeviesTSubv.-Redev. 
Debt 
Levies+Subv.-Redev.-
Debt 
liL'l-"" 
L~'' ies 
Suln./t;:: t iur.s 
Levies~Subventions 
Debt 
Levies+Subv.-Debt 
(in thousands of dollars) 
SPECIAL 
CITIES COUNTIES(a) SCHOOLS DISTRICTS 
$1,044,859 
123,585 
-r;J:68, 444 
21,417 
1--;!4 7~152/ 
74,372 
~~2~ 
CITIES 
$ ;nrr-;-T7 9 
52,660 
534-;039 
12,041 
521~98 
73,993 
~9,005(6) 
r-rrr~s 
$ 72811.83 
5L,459 
779,4-59 
72,601 
~------nT,OIT ( 6 ) 
$3,055,252 
348;585 
3,403,837 
54,439 
3~49 1398 
44,340 
s 3,-Jo s-;o sa 
COUNTIES 
$1,3351817 
1401441 
114761258 
281310 
r-;44-,-;948 
431295 
n~4o41653<7> 
~ 
$1,7911246 
1571973 
119491219 
41,105 
$1,9081114(7) 
$5,4921758 
600,000 
6,093,720 
93,740 
s-,-9 99,980 
4521443 
$515471535 
SCHOOLS 
$216541187 
2821335 
2,9361522 
55,383 
T,88T,l39 
472,599 
$2,40B 1540(8l 
SCHOOLS 
$2,223,581 
244,055 
2,467,636 
480,253 
$1,987,383(8) 
$ 945,476., 
981569 
1,0441045 
9,832 
r-;QT4--;-ITJ 
2801737 
$ 753,476 
SPECIAL 
DISTRICTS 
$ 5641513 
50,185 
014~ 
9,461 
"b05~37 
299,081 
$ 306,156(9) 
SPECIAL 
DISTRICTS 
OTHER 
THAN 
REDEVELOPMENT 
$ 7741542 
70,848 
845,390 
2991089 
$ 546,301(9) 
(al Sa~ Francisco is a county, not a city 
TOTALS 
$1015381345 
11171,701 
11,710,046 
179,428 
11,530,618 
851,892 
$1016781726 
TOTALS 
$ 5,0351896 
525,621 
5,5611517(1) 
1051195(2) 
5,4561322(3) 
888,968(4) 
$ 415671354{5) 
TOTAL 
EXCLUDING 
REDEVELOPMENT 
$ 5,517,552 
524,335 
C";o4l,lfB/ ( 3 l 
893,048(4) 
$ 5,14B,B39(5) 
(b) D~a to non-comparability of tax from 1978-79 to 1979-80, the following indicates 
percentage changes: 
Comparable Data 
Data Set 
Percent Increase from 
1978-79 to 1979-80 
11.3\ 
43.3\ 
10.7\ 
REDEVELOPMENT 
$143,529 
7,243 
1501772(2) 
23,425 
$127,347 
l1j 
:;1:1 
f:!:1 1-;j 
I ~ 
0 
~81-d 
ZOM 
0 :;1:1 
t-18 
'i:IO~ 
Q() 
(/) ~ 1-] 
1t"i~ 
'i:l~ 
:;1:10~ 
Of:!:!t-1 
'i:IZt"i 
000 
UlH() 
Hf:!:!~ 
8 (/) ~--= 
H .. H 
~ 0 ,__, ....... 
Vl 
f-' 
w 
GRAm:; 
TOTAl.. 
~ 
"0 
hj 
t"l 
:z: 
0 
H 
>< 
H 
$ 5'";b61,1i81 
--,--.;;.5.;,3 .;,-1 , 5 I 8 
6,1921659{1) 
916,473 
$r,27t),Teb 
(1) 
(2) 
{3) 
{4) 
( 5) 
(6) 
(7) 
{8) 
(9) 
.5\ 
12.7\ 
57.8\ 
35.8\ 
-17.5\ 
78.4\ 
SOURCE: State Board of Equalization 
May, 1980 
N 
,j:>. 
ClTU:S 
CUUNn' 1978-79 1979-80 % Chanae 1978-79 
COKP.UISON OF 1978-79 6. 1979-80 PROPERTY TAX REVENUES BY TYPf. OF DISTRICT 
(in thou•and• of dollau; include• levi•• ' •ubventtonaj eacludea 
nvanuea for redevelopaent aaencte• & voter approved debt aervice) 
COUNTiES SCHOOLS SPECIAL DIST. 
1979-80 l Chana• 1978-79 1979-80 % Change 1978-79 1979-80 % Chana• 
TOTAL 
1978-79 1979-80 l Chanac 
., ... d. 32,987 14,486 65.2 57,112 80,303 40.6 99,305 50,097 -49.6 20,743 )5,484 71.1 210,147 220,310 4.9 
Alpine --- -- • 528 591 12.7 Ill Ill •6,1 44 4) -2.1 691 )5) 8.) 
Alu.Jor 178 259 4S,5 1,859 2,663 43.2 2,976 2,894 -2.8 101 127 25.7 5,114 5,943 16.2 
Butte 9~'- 1,485 55.7 b,076 6,702 10.3 16,755 16,995 1.4 2.329 3,843 65.0 26,114 29,025 11.1 
C•la11eru 27 ~1 96.3 .. ___ l.-.!72 1 837 56.7 3.._~_7 ___ --.-hl!.Z -6.6 '88 929 90.4 ~ 454 6 1]6 11:..2 
Colu8a 254 ))9 13.5 2,090 2,465 17.9 3,389 3,216 -3.9 168 610 14.4 6,301 6,710 6.1 
Contu Coata ll,Obl 20,208 54.7 39,206 50,978 30.0 85,826 60,713 -29.3 22,185 37,935 71.0 100,280 169,81.4 6.0 
Del Norte ·so 72 -44.0 1,049 1,224 16.7 1,994 2,027 1.1 248 430 73.4 1,341 3,751 12.1 
ElDorado 1,362 2,046 50.2 ~,756 8,368 Jt5.4 10,396 9,522 -8.4 3,254 4,961 52.5 20,768 2io,899 19.9 
r~~s~n~ 10 .. 120 p.on 47.5 33.443 39.114 p.o 5o.qo -46,899 -6.5 11 461 15 957 39.2 105 230 117 Q02 11.2 
Gler\11 43) 508 17.3 2,240 2,608 16.4 4,565 4,073 -10.8 389 451 15.9 7,627 7,640 .2 
Huabuldt 1,015 1,45) 43.3 7,032 8.H9 18.6 11,421 lO,I.o65 -8.4 1,230 1,910 60.2 20,698 22,229 7.4 
fep1:'dal 1,td9 2,122 41.7 4,331 5,693 31.4 8,865 7,943 -10.4 440 712 61.8 15,275 lb,670 9.1 
lnyu 96 136 38.8 1,614 2,263 20.8 3,198 3,162 -1.1 284 467 64.4 1,454 6,028 10.5 
__ _ttm~- ) 861 z 210 22 2 47 211 42 228 -2 1 bl sv 63 '461 1.1 s 926 21 zoo 266.2 po 525 135~----l.LJt 
J(.lut;s b'J6 l,IS1 65.7 4,731 7,564 59.8 6,920 · 5,472 -20.9 9)4 1,434 53.5 13,283 15,623 11.6 
L41ke 118 UH 53,4 2,132 3,382 58.6 4,100 3,9~8 -3.5 898 1,470 63.7 7,248 8,991 24.0 
Lolssotn 151 208 35.9 1.186 1,329 12.1 2,259 2,401 6.3 166 268 61.4 3,764 4,206 11.7 
Lo• Angelu 176,047 295,542 67.9 492,882 715,737 45.2 b29,812 360,029 -42.8 53,491 111,541 119.7 1,352,234 1,488,849 10.1 
11!deu 1,40 pit3 48 4 J 456 4 )09 30 5: 8 43b 9 534 13 0 1 282 1 784 39.2 1) 614 lb 480 21 1 
!Ur1n 6,189 8,325 34.5 ll,810 18,814 18.8 30,842 27,014 -12.2 5,709 9,196 61.1 54,590 6],409 16.2 
Hartpou --- --- 765 1,025 )4.0 1,706 1,781 4.4 S2 84 6l.S 2,521 2,890 U.S 
Mendocino 373 588 57.6 5,024 6,5b5 30.7 8,203 7,693 -6.2 627 1,118 78.3 l'-,227 JS,I,tb4 12.2 
Merled 1,5U 2,119 39.9 8,030 12,127 51.0 13,760 11,914 -13.4 2,017 2,119 5.1 25,322 28,?7~ 11.7 
_......:.~uc 91 1 2 34 l 1 162 1.::'90 11.0 1.8)b 1.736 -5.4 l]4 217 24,7 ) ]b) 1,""!0) _Ll.._ 
Mono --- --- 1,573 2,116 34.5 1,953 1,84) -5.5 795 1,161 46.0 4,321 5,122 !8.5 
M..>nter~y 4,926 6,536 32.7 17,117 18,088 5.1 31,017 31,517 -9.5 4,620 6,466 40.0 63,780 64,607 1.3 
N .. pa 1,682 2,642 57.1 4,661 6,824 46.4 11,884 11,746 -1.2 709 1,074 51.5 18,9)6 22,286 17.7 
Ne11ad& 306 447 46.1 2,794 3,888 39.2 5,847 6,399 9.4 1,450 2,310 59.3 10,397 13,04-4 H.S 
___9UlL&.~ Q6 58 ;57 38.0 73 994 78 879 6 6 24j.042 269 2JO 8 1 17 706 61 Jl7 62.6 403 108 ltbl 90l 16 1 • 
Pla<:t!r 982 1,593 62.2 7,072 9,861 39.4 14,505 14,904 2.8 3,022 4,81S 59.3 25,581 31,173 21.9 
Plumas 44 bl 38.6 1,923 1,974 2.7 4,039 4,497 11.3 744 972 30.6 6,750 7,504 11.2 
Rlvatlide 9,621 13,782 lo0.3 32,078 41,4)) 29.2 60,779 62,207 2.3 11,232 20,391 81.5 113,910 137,8)5 21.0 
Sacramento 10,137 lb,900 66.7 )7,868 5l,S85 38.9 5),211 40,007 -24.8 14,480 2"i,A59 78.6 115,696 13S,nl l7.t' 
Sao Benito 286 400 )9.9 1.138 1.395 22.6 3.649 h.?~.L _-hJ! 265 395 ,9.1 ~.5)8 6,185 ll.Z 
--s;~ -a;r~U""dtno 1o,on 16,883 68.4 38,383 52,923 37.9 68,475 57,761 -1>.6 16,441 27,905 69.7 nl,326 155,472 t6,t. 
San Diego 34,903 55,560 59.2 JS,009 98,352 31.1 190,681. 197,491 3.6 12,306 26,349 114.1 312,902 377,152 20.7 
San Francbco --- --- 102,452 156,3t.3 ':12.6 57,492 16,518 -71.3 981 1,1.94 52.3 lb0,925 174,355 8.) 
San Joaquin 5,~0) 1\,945 62.5 23~11.1 32,iF17 }S.S :!0,638 2,,560 -19.8 6,472 11,092 71.4 66,360 76,784 15,7 
San !l.d~~tbi:ipu ___ .~~~~H----~2~-- U.J;ll.. lS 19..:. 10.6 20 49q 21280 3.9 1679 1987 18.1 )') 888 4l.UL_..lL..J.__ 
s.til,., .,~,-;;.o 17,236 21,418 Jt~,J7) 45,194 2.t..2 97,438 90,899 -6.7 9,981 15,711 57.4 161,030 17~.21.'2 a.fl 
!:OH''..< "'-<!.'"f'<"ilt. J,uf>•o .,,")~.t· !,8./ lfl,G71 22,](,) 34,1 35,368 34,741 -1.8 5,350 6,477 21.1 bO,Jl3 68,599 12.fi 
S.nao Cl..ra. 14,44.2 37,LD2 53.8 61,170 82,052 :n.9 lto5,1Jt.6 161,1\1'}) -2.6 12,458 18,938 52.0 264,116 JOU,l9) 11.7 
Santa Lro.l;t 2,022 2,925 44.7 9,018 10,784 19.f. 21,168 21,883 3.4 2,361 3,595 52.3 14,569 39,187 11.4 
~ta 1.21>0 ..J....a2_ 8 i..UQ. ___ ~!tlL--~- ___ .J.l.ill---~--il.J._ I 390 _.l.Jl.lJl..__ -->5.1>__ ll.~b8 _ ____ l..),lb7 ___ ll..l 
Sierra 10 15 .>0.0 510 669 11.2 385 305 -20.8 96 127 32.3 1,001 1,116 11.5 
Stak1you 457 1.96 8.5 2,547 2,864 12.4 5,150 6,114 14.7 386 425 10.1 8,740 9,f:il9 ll,S 
Solano 4,854 8,124 67., 10,673 16,817 57.8 17,620 12,711 -27.9 2,022 3.247 60.6 35,169 40,919 16.) 
Sonolllil 3,621 S,HS 58.9 16,982 23,388 37.7 3lo,312 32,461 -5.4 3,098 4,980 &0.7 SB,OlJ 66,584 14.8 
Stanislaus ) 179 ., 808 51.2 14 547 16 608 1.4.2 31 451 34,828 10.7 1.976 3.019 52.8 51,153 59,263 15 1 2 
Sutter 716 1,111 54.9 4,065 1,095 25.3 7,388 6,717 -8.) 817 1,458 70.1 IJ,066 14,101 11.0 
Tehama 312 509 63.1 2,282 3,032 32.9 4,344 4,356 .3 260 624 140.0 7,198 8,521 18.4 
Trinity -- --- 1,041 1,119 7.5 1,192 1,459 22.4 102 151 48.0 2,1JS 2,729 16.9 
Tulanl: 1,865 3,066 64.4 12,430 18,186 46.3 19,8)2 17,929 -9.7 2,478 3,515 41.8 36,62$ 42,6~6 16.6 
~lllane 107 148 )8.3 2,713 3.323 22.5 3,859 4 283 11.0 445 684 53.7 7,124 8.438 18 1 4 
Ventura 5,292 8,134 57.S 24,8S4 36,611 47.5 50,77Q 44,701 -12.0 12,809 23 1 525. 83.7 93,7}4 113,231 20,8 
Yolo 2,3b0 1,67S :SS.7 6,653 9,267 39.3 13.157 11,012 -16.3 1,788 2,651 48.3 23,958 26,b0S 11.0 
Yuba 342 491 43.6 2,369 3,031. 28.1 3,211 l,B1 -1.9 351 6bS 89.5 6,271 7 1 341 17.0 
TOTAL 448,00~ 707,041 57.8 1,404,653 1,908,114 H.8 2,408,540 1,981,183 -17.~ 306,136 546,301 78.4 4,567,JS4 5,148,839 12.7 
N 
U1 
COKPARISON OF 1977-78 and 1978-79 PROPERTY TAJ( lEVIES FOR CITIES 
(ir;. thc..u11anda of dollars) 
197?-16 - CITU:.~ 
" 
1978-79 - CITIES 
~lATE LESS DEBT STATE LESS OE8T 
__ C<JUN~rY___ L"VlES SUBVENTION REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL SERVICE NET LEVIES SUBVENTION REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL SERVICE 
Ala~da 
Alpine 
Amador 
87,787 10,348 821 97.314 3, 560 93,754 33,006 4,217 630 36, 59) ),606 
249 49 298 18 280 184 16 200 22 
1,715 288 2,003 112 I,891 945 107 1,052 98 Butte 
Calaveras 
~ ------.2~~~~-----~~; 3:; 2 ~ 3~~ 2~: 1~ 2~~ 2 ~ 
Contra Costa 
Del Norte 
El Dorado 
fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
lmp.erial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
l.ak.c 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Madera 
Marin 
Mdr iposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Manu 
31,228 6,260 509 36,979 2,063 34,916 14,271 1,480 282 15,469 2,406 
69 9 78 - 78 lo2 8 50 
2,349 144 2,493 47 2,446 1,337 84 1,1o21 59 
17,463 3,054 .1~5 20 362 357 20 005 9,}~ _ ____LQ80 109 10,366 176 
546 135 1 680 18 662 419 32 1 450 l 7 
2,296 381 59 2,618 43 2,575 1,435 234 48 1,621 606 
3,323 61J 9 3,927 269 3,658 1,685 166 8 1,843 204 
171 15 186 186 93 5 98 
8,962 1,460 15 __ _1Q,1.07 926 9 481 6 163 369 25 ~.507 646 
1,455 292 6 1,741 76 1,665 652 84 2 734 38 
22~ 65 289 27 262 121 II 132 14 
H6 42 298 14 284 149 16 165 12 
474,206 50,349 14,634 509,921 34,690 475,231 195,185 22,332 7,483 210,034 33,987 
893 182 1,075 214 861 611 58 669 229 
12,s1s 995 2u u,297 755 12,542 6,618 · s·oJ · 149 6,972 1s1 
727 
3,251 
123 
140 
565 
26 
74 
867 
3, 742 
149 
74 
108 
7 
793 
3,634 
142 
405 
l, 518 
92 
43 
180 
6 
39 
448 
1,659 
98 
75 
144 
7 
Monterey 8.884 946 71 9,759 822 8,937 5,289 383 58 5,614 688 
Napa 3,639 
Nevada 518 
~-Orange ___ 8~170 
Placer 1,588 
Plumas 77 
Riverside 16,3SO 
Socr.unento 22,-409 
San Benito 419 
San Bernardino 20,050 
San Dil!go 70,341 
San Francisco 
Slol 60 4,120 85 4,035 1,630 175 32 1,773 91 
77 595 14 581 298 25 323 l 7 
8,236 _1,858_ __9£,H8 6 116 86 432 45 71_8 __ ___i.__4~-- ___ _l,lli 48,960 6,594 
258 1,846 50 l, 796 962 91 1,053 71 
13 90 15 75 59 3 62 18 
2,299 149 18,500 981 17,519 10,235 1,042 us 11,162 1,341 
4,085 389 26,105 1,098 25,007 9,192 1,268 186 10,274 137 
84 503 503 259 27 286 
3,145 310 22,885 698 22,187 9,713 1,148 166 10,695 
6,876 314 76,903 4,467 72,436 37,425 3,573 280 40,718 
668 
5,815 
~---!:!II.-
32.987 
178 
954 
13,063 
50 
I, 362 
10 190 
433 
1,015 
1,639 
98 
5, 861 
696 
118 
!53 
176,04) 
440 
6 ,!89 
373 
1, 515 
91 
4, 926 
1,682 
306 
42.366 
982 
44 
9,821 
10,!37 
286 
10,021 
34.903 
San Joaquin 11,833 2,341 56 14,118 1,462 12,656 5,943 878 24 6,797 1,294 5,503 
San luis Obispo 3,557 453 
San Hoteo 30,735 2,962 
Santa Barbara 5,582 690 
Santa Clara 57,621 7,132 
Santa Cruz 3.9Sl 456 
Shasta 2 830 407 
Sierra 13 6 
Siskiyou 8SJ 164 
Solano 10.887 1,695 
Sonoma 7, 328 96 7 
St.ani&hus 5 512 1 106 
Sutter 1,346 235 
Tehama 579 126 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 
TOTAL 
3,885 
157 
11,641 
5,267 
657 
1,044,859 
694 
27 
1,184 
774 
JlO 
123,585 
2 
65 
1,218 
51 
8 
160 
48 
46 
116 
21,417 
4,010 269 3,741 ____ 2Ll7! 14_9 2,320 236 _LO!LL 
33,695 1,563 32,132 11,325 1,483 2 18,806 1,570 17,236 
6,207 171 6,036 3,001 241 68 3,174 90 3,084 
63,535 9,657 53,878 29,558 3,519 869 32,208 7,766 24,442 
4,356 Ill 4,245 2,471 233 40 2,664 642 2,022 
_L.ll9 83 3 146 l 208 123 4 1 327 6! ~
19 - 19 9 1 10 - 10 
1,017 80 937 475 53 528 71 457 
12,422 1,208 11,214 5,730 684 89 6,325 1,411 4,854 
8,247 lol5 7,832 3,754 388 32 4,110 489 3,621 
6 618 387 6 231 3 071 461 3 532 353 3 179 
1,581 - 1,581 692 64 756 - 756 
705 - 705 278 34 312 - 312 
4, 533 56 4,417 1,657 236 ll 1,882 17 1,865 
184 
-
184 98 9 107 
-
107 
12,709 393 12,316 5,285 482 81 5,686 394 5,292 
6,041 697 5,344 2,919 336 3,255 895 2. 360 
167 65 702 347 41 1 387 45 342 
1,147,027 74,372 1,072,655 481,379 52,660 12,041 521,998 73,993 448,005 
N 
Ci\ 
COUNTY 
COHPAJI!SON OF 1977-78 and 1978-79 PROPERTY T.U LEVIES FOR COUNTIES 
(in thousands of dollar a) 
1977-78- COUNTIES 
STATE LESS 
LEV I ES SUBVENTIONS REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL 
DEBT 
SERVICE 
1978-79 - COUNTIES 
STATE LESS 
NET LEVIES SUBVENTIONS REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL 
DEBT 
SERVICE N~'T 
Alomeda 148,653 17,885 1,390 !65,148 - 165,148 51,523 6,572 983 57,112 57,112 
Alpine 606 11 617 13 604 530 9 539 11 528 
Am.1dor 2,727 394 3,121 3,121 1,718 141 1,859 1,859 
But,_ 10,594 1,311 11,905 11,905 5,460 616 6,076 6,076 
!'•l.vefds 2~. 181 2 872 43 2 829 1 134 79 1 213 41 1 112 
Colusa 2,736 207 2,943 2,90 1,91o6 144 2,090 2,090 
Contra Costa 83,437 8,900 1,359 90,978 408 90,570 36,168 3,753 715 39,206 39,206 
Oel Norte 1,1% 262 1,418 - 1,418 877 172 1,049 - 1,049 
El Oorado 9,433 684 10,117 10,117 5,415 341 5,756 - 5,756 
___ Fresno 6h284 8 526 552 70 258 70 258 30 234 3 534 325 33 lo43 - 33 443 
Glenn 3,022 297 6 3,313 3,313 2,087 159 6 2,240 _ 2,240 
Humboldt 13,097 2,037 336 14,798 120 14,678 6,345 1,035 213 7,167 135 7,032 
Imp.r!al 8,562 792 2/o 9,330 - 9,330 3,959 391 19 4,331 - 4,JJI 
lnyt) 3,294 lb9 3,463 3,463 1,777 97 1,874 - 1,874 
~n 78 379 4 990 127 83 242 - 83 242 44 708 2 685 182 47 211 47 211 
Klngs 10,086 1,326 38 1!,374 - 11,374 4,205 545 17 4,733 - 4,733 
L:.1Kt:: 4,U.i5 345- 4,530 4,530 1,949 183 2,132 2,132 
Lassen 1,935 220 2,155 2,155 1,068 1!8 1,186 - 1,186 
Los Angeles 1,215,130 153,287 37,498 1,330,919 5,241 1,325,678 461,!66 53,407 17,896 496,677 3,795 492,882 
--""~- b 146 614 6 760 6 760 3 155 301 3 456 ~
Marin 26,865 2,!15 458 28,522 818 27,704 11,751 894 264 12,381 531 1!,850 
Marlpusa !,036 70 1,106 - 1,106 725 40 765 - 765 
~rndocino 8,603 1,134 9,737 9,737 4,536 488 5,024 5,024 
~erced 16,443 2,116 374 18,165 - 18,185 7,346 873 189 8,030 8,030 
Hodoc J 617 123 1 740 - 1 740 I 090 72 1 162 1 162 
Mono 2,574 64 2,638 2,638 1,532 41 1,573 1,573 
Monterey 29,906 2,304 238 31,972 298 31,674 16,491 1,196 181 17,506 289 17,217 
~dpa 10,187 904 168 10,923 227 10,696 4,459 479 87 4,851 190 4,661 
Nevada 4,831 407 5,238 5,238 2,574 220 2,794 2,794 
__ or .• nge 140 1308 13 042 3 025 !50 325 328 149 997 69 357 6 821 1 861 74 317 323 ))~ 
Placer 11,563 1,240 12,803 12,803 6,462 610 7,072 7,072 
Plumas 2,168 133 2,301 2,301 1,816 107 1,923 1,923 
Rlv.r.id< 60,106 7,054 548 66,612 llO 66,482 29,436 3,066 JJ9 32,163 85 32,078 
Sacramento 84,704 13,587 1,469 96,822 1,169 95,653 34,953 4,822 711 39,064 1,196 37,868 
San Ben 1 to 1 7 71 214 1 985 29 1 9 56 I 041 109 1 150 12 l..Jl.!!.__ 
Son Bern.>rdino 75,346 9,778 1,166 83,958 83,958 34,780 4,212 609 38,383 38,383 
San Die,;•> 132,487 12,689 591 144,585 906 143,679 69,033 6,586 518 75,101 92 75,009 
San F'rancisco 251,9)0 18,852 270,802 25,610 245~192 121,892 8,062 8) 129,811 27,419 102,4~2 
San Joaquin 46,922 7,364 224 54,062 54,062 20,690 3,057 23,747 23,747 
San Luis Obispo 1~_9 1 46'1 20 492 _ 20 4n 10 886 749 ll 635 11 635 
San M,aeo 68,859 6,020 4 74,875 35 74,840 33,536 2,873 5 36,404 29 36,375 
Santa Barbua 32,290 2,918 376 34,832 737 34,095 16,720 1,385 388 17,717 746 16,971 
Santa Clara 134,858 15,847 2,851 147,854 6,927 llo0,927 62,636 7,463 1,844 68,255 6,985 61,270 
Santa Cruz 18,185 1,679 233 19,631 376 19,255 8,68/o 818 138 9,364 346 9,018 
Shasta 9 639 I 073 :9 10 683 10 683 5 107 519 16 5 610 5 610 
Sierra 634 51 685 - 685 4 77 33 510 - 510 
Siskiyou 4~072 517 4~589 - 4,589 2,290 257 2,547 - 2.~47 
Solano 22,016 2,774 323 24,487 460 2io,027 10,138 1,211 156 11,193 520 10,673 
Sonoma 30,530 3,/o78 200 33,808 33,808 15,512 1,600 130 16,982 - 16,982 
Stanislaus 23L~lt ~_ 1 _f_l1 ___ _1_fh_l44 300 27~13:_44 _L2_1_9?!!_~ J_t_,Sl 1:4_.~~-~ _3_7_~-- 14_.S47 
Sutter 7,150 690 7,840 7,840 3,711 354 4,065 - 4,065 
Tehama lo,OSB 507 4,565 4,565 ''2,033 249 2,282 2,282 
Trinity 1,3M4 14.9 1,533 1,533 950 91 1,041 1,041 
Tular< 26,!1)] 3,778 320 30,389 30,389 10,941 1,562 73 !2,4JO - 12,430 
Tuolumne 4 187 431 4 618 4 618 2 491 222 2 713 - _Ll_!1 
Ventura 51,491 5,097 512 56,076 - 56,076 23,097 2,!08 35! 24,854 - 24,854 
Yolo 13,734 1,607 15,341 - 15,34) 5,965 688 6,653 - 6,653 
Yuba 4,734 645 5,379 165 5,214 2,281 271 ll 2,541 172 2,J69 
TOTAL 3,055,252 348,585 54,439 3,349,398 44,340 3,305,058 1,335,817 140,1o4! 28,310 1,447,948 43,29~ 1,404,65) 
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COUNTY 
Al.1mecln 
Al~do.,. 
Azl..tJ"r 
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COHPAII!SON OF 1917-78 and 1978-79 PIIOPERTY TA-~ l.t:V!ES FOR SPECIAL OlSTilCTS 
1977-78 - SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
STATE LESS 
LEVIES SUBVENTIONS REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL 
(in thousand• of dollars) 
1978-19 - SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
STATE LESS DEBT 
SERVICE NET LEVIES SUBVENTIONS REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL 
DEBT 
SERVICE NET 
79,60) 9,972 655 88,924 21,522 61,402 41,811 5,187 775 46,223 25,480 20,743 
l2L 2 124 124 43 1 44 "" 
25> lo 281 15 266 109 9 118 11 lCJ 
!.,!,t; l.B9 4,659 44 4,615 2.134 241 2.J7J 46 2.129 
{ .d ..... ~fd!i 1 3tti 111 1 r..gs 1s1 1 314 t40 45 6as 1111 4tiH 
--e::;~u." 688 56 744 - 744 529 39 568 ------w-
Cuutra Costa t5,rl24 16,505 1,018 81,311 11,697 63,614 38,752 3,960 755 41,957 19,772 2:.!,185 
Del Norce 312 278 650 650 201 41 248 248 
ElDorado 6,217 336 6,553 593 5,960 3,738 219 3,957 703 3,254 
Fresno 20 157 2 005 138 22 424 1 216 21 208 11 228 1 273 111 12 384 923 li 461 
--Glenn 516 39 1 554 554 362 28 1 389 389 
Humboldt 3,0211 446 78 3,396 130 3,266· 1,267 207 43 1~431 201 1,230 
lmp.ria1 1,051 225 3 1,273 203 1,070 578 55 3 630 190 440 
Inyo 646 41 687 122 565 432 24 456 172 284 
Kern 18 889 2 107 29 20 967 8 298 12 669 16 273 963 66 17 170 II 244 5 926 
Kings 2,193 200 5 2,388 439 1,949 1,421 113 3 1,531 597 934 
L•ke 2,190 224 2,414 440 1,914 1,278 104 1,382 484 898 
Lassen 194 65 359 - 359 153 16 169 3 166 
Los Angeles 245,146 1),538 3,311 259,373 102,198 157,175 156,541 11,610 3,890 164,261 110,768 53,493 
Madera 2,586 97 2,683_ __ 111 2 572 1 274 12L___ 1,396 114 1,282 
Marin 
!i..lr ipusa 
Mendocino 
Mt!rced 
M.vdoc 
Mono 
13,692 118 226 13,584 1,000 12,584 6,340 478 l41 6,677 968 5,709 
193 7 200 200 49 3 52 52 
1,557 239 1,796 432 1,364 924 93 1,017 390 627 
4,449 219 31 4,637 121 4,516 1,998 232 51 2,179 162 2,017 
161 14 275 275 163 11 174 174 
1,559 42 1,601 267 1,334 1,098 29 1,127 332 795 
Monterey 9,896 1,121 64 10,953 1,168 9,785 5,751 351 53 6,049 1,429 4,620 
Napa 2,010 304 14 2,300 536 1,764 1,241 87 16 1,312 603 709 
Nevada 2,769 96 2,865 556 2,309 1,187 134 1,921 471 1,450 
__ Orange 101 900 12 452 1 358 112 994 23 109 89 285 60 301 5 010 l 367 63 950 26 244 31 706 
Placer 6,715 410 7,125 1,636 5,489 4,365 408 4,773 1,751 3,022 
Plumas 1,094 126 1,220 109 1,111 813 41 860 116 744 
Riverside 34,037 1,468 278 37,227 12,998 24,229 23,736 2,253 249 25,740 14,508 l1,232 
Sacramento 33,107 3,687 459 36,335 5,957 30,318 19,098 2,019 306 20,871 6,391 14,480 
San Benito 573 19 592 130 462 784 45 829 564 265 
San Bernardino 51,664 5,997 739 62,922 18,516 44,406 31,093 3,513 507 34,099 17,658 16,441 
San Diego 42,340 4,818 167 41,051 17,053 29,998 29,648 2,577 203 32,022 19,716 12,306 
San Francisco 15,714 1,124 16,838 14,083 2,155 14,417 952 15,429 14,448 981 
San Joaquin 13,159 1,502 43 14,618 114 14,504 5,842 853 23 6,672 200 6,472 
Snn Luis Obispo l,_ES 428 3 753 727 l 026 2 237 150 2 387 708 I 679 
San Hateo 18,926 1,63! 1 20,556 1,140 19,416 10,949 936 l 11,884 1,903 9,981 
Santa Barbara 12,694 1,064 139 13,619 1,548 12,071 6,691 514 144 7,0ol 1,711 5,350 
Santa Clara 32,404 1,692 515 33,581 1,161 26,420 11,467 1,420 351 18,536 6,078 12,458 
Santa Cru• 5,600 484 68 6,016 416 5,600 2,670 223 38 2,855 494 2,361 
Shasta 2 864 437 8 3 293 117 3 176 1 397 142 4 1 5)5 141 1 )94 
--sT.;"";,. 154 13 167 16 151 109 1 116 20 96 
Siskiyou 550 92 642 39 603 386 43 429 43 386 
Solano 5,055 606 55 5,606 512 5,034 2,458 251 32 2,677 655 2,022 
Sonoma 6,198 646 36 6,808 611 6,197 3,589 331 21 3,893 795 3,098 
S1 anislaus 3 932 502 4 4)4 222 4 212 1 925 289 2 214 238 1 976 
Sutter 1,418 101 1,519 15 1,504 787 71 864 7 857 
Tehaa.a 553 61 614 2 612 234 28 262 2 260 
Trinity 172 28 200 16 184 105 10 115 13 102 
Tulare 7,234 623 61 7,196 60 7,736 2,333 332 15 2,650 172 2,478 
TuoiUIDile 969 100 1,069 188 881 594 52 646 201 445 
·Ventura 39,811 2,835 332-- 42,314 9,528 32,786 19,693 1,670 278 21,085 8,216 12,809 
Yolo 4,262 531 4,793 640 4,153 2,160 249 2,409 621 1,188 
Yuba 931 104 1,041 125 916 445 49 2 492 141 JH 
TOTAL 945,416 98,569 9,832 1,034,21) 280,737 753.4 76 564,$13 50,185 9,461 605,2J7 299,081 306,156 
N 
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COKPAIIISON OF 1977-78 and 1978-79 PROPERTY TAX LEVIES FOR SCHOOLS 
1977-/H- ~CHOOLS (in thousands of dollars) 1978-79 - SCHOOLS 
STATE LESS DEBT STATE LESS 
COUNTY l.EVIF.S SUBVENTIONS REDEVELOPHt:NT TOTAL SERVICE NET LEVIES SUBVENTIONS REDEVELOPMENT TOTAL 
DEBT 
SERVICE NET 
AL><O<d• 286,~75 34,783 2,679 318,679 32,S43 286,136 119,497 1S,290 2,289 132,498 33,193 99,30S 
Alpine 19i 4 201 33 168 1S6 3 1S9 36 123 
Amddur 4, 753 231 4,984 325 4,6~9 3,111 2~5 3,366 390 2,976 
~uue 25,927 3,639 29,566 2,652 26,914 17,086 1,928 19,014 2,259 16,755 
CJldVHdS 6 907 468 ) 375 690 6 685 4 150 286 4 H6 669 3 767 
Colusa 4,)8) 425 5,208 453 4,755 3,592 264 3,856 467 3,389 
Contra Costd 199,421 8,847 3,248 205,020 15,940 189,080 95.131 9.873 1,880 103,124 17,296 85.826 
Del None l,83l 349 3,181 540 2,641 1,816 357 2,173 179 1,994 
El Uorado 19,567 1,475 21,042 2,128 18,914 11,907 751 12,658 2,262 10,396 
Fre>no lOS 406 14 584 933 119 05) 12 330 106,727 53,959 6,264 576 59,647 9,511 50,136 
Glenn 6,834 696 14 7,516 515 7,001 4, 743 360 13 5,090 525 4, 565 
Humboldt 23,205 3,645 595 26,255 2,052 24,203 11,990 1,957 403 13,544 2,123 11,421 
lmp<rlal 18,543 1,705 53 20,195 1,493 18,702 9,554 943 44 10,453 1,588 8,865 
lnyo 5,8Y4 312 6,206 217 5,989 3,237 176 3,413 215 3,19~ 
Kern 106 978 9 599 173 116 404 1 800 114 604 60 328 3 625 245 63,708 2,181 61,527 
Kings 16,177 2,154 61 18,270 1,456 16,814 7,844 1,015 32 8,827 1,907 6,920 
Lake 8,139 777 8,916 478 8,438 4,181 392 4,573 473 4,100 
Lassen 4,157 472 4,629 617 4,012 2,205 247 2,452 193 2,2)9 
Los Angeles 1,666,130 204,603 51,416 1,819,317 105,589 1,713,728 687,305 79,263 26,560 740,008 110,196 629,812 
H.ldera 16~ 1 682 18 052 1 405 16 647 9 142 87! 10 013 1 577 8 436 
~arin 71,539 5,5}7 1,218 75,858 5,232 70,626 34,300 2,609 770 36,139 5,297 30,842 
HMlposa 2,297 142 2,439 24 2,415 1,626 105 1,731 25 1,706 
Mend,jctno 1S,·H2 2t009 17,42.1 1,281 16,140 8,737 940 9,677 1,474 8,203 
Mer,.J 27,402 3,594 624 30,372 1,845 28,527 14,106 1,673 362 15,417 1,657 13,760 
M,!dOc 2 519 197 2 736 61 2 675 1 791 119 1 910 74 j 836 
-Mu~o 3,523 85 3,608 349 3,259 2,193 58 2,251 298 1,953 
Monterey 71,046 5,092 567 75,571 3,807 71,764 38,688 2,807 426 41,069 4,052' 37,017 
Napa 23,037 2,059 378 24,718 2,149 22,569 13,325 1,430 260 14,495 2,611 11,884 
Nevado 11,215 1,019 12,234 1,331 10,903 6,705 576 7,281 1,434 5,847 
~ 530 821 45 094 11,444 564,471 54,840 509,631 292,821 28,710 7,836 313,695 64,653 249~ 
Placer 25,982 3,168 29,150 3,110 26,040 15,969 1,505 17,474 2,969 14,505 
Plumas 4,854 295 5,149 10 5,139 3,824 226 4,050 11 4,039 
~iveroide 125,432 15,100 1,143 139,389 11,880 127,509 67,ZJ6 6,997 772 73,461 12,682 60,179 
S•cramento !29,20) 21,162 2,239 148,128 16,603 131,525 62,524 8,612 1,269 69,867 16,656 53,211 
San Benito 5 26 7 656 5 923 540 5 383 3 879 405 4 284 435 3 849 
-----s:;;;-Bernardino 152,757 19,802 2,364 170,195 15,!56 155,039 76,062 9,175 1,325 83,912 15,437 68,475 
San Diego 388,120 36,422 1,729 422,813 42,232 380,58! 209,351 !9,985 1,569 227,767 37,083 190,684 
Sdo Frandsco 137,728 10,285 148,013 1,552 146,461 54,817 3,597 58,414 922 57,492 
San Joaquin 66,276 10,630 317 76,589 6,669 69,920 33,656 4,974 136 38,494 7,856 30,638 
~n Lui_,_c>blspo 38 188 ) 007 41 195 5 327 35 868 24 207 1 667 25 874 5 384 20~ 
San Maceo 188,445 17,370 10 205,805 12,394 193,411 101,074 8,656 16 109,714 12,276 97,438 
Snnt.t Barbara 72,648 6,6)4 846 78,456 5,514 72,942 38,379 3,172 887 40,664 5,296 35.368 
Santa Clara 392,534 46,384 8,299 430,619 35,598 395,021 192,360 22,910 5,661 209,609 43,663 165,946 
Santa Cruz 43,230 3,997 554 46,673 2,913 43,760 21,975 2,073 )49 23,699 2,531 21,168 
Shasta 23 997 2 846 72 26 711 1 680 25 091 15 177 1 543 47 16 673 2 975 1) 698 
Sierra 531 44 575 43 532 398 28 426 41 385 
Siskiyou 9,325 !,110 10,435 928 9,507 5,262 592 5,854 504 5,350 
Solano 38,707 4,846 567 42,986 4,439 38,547 20,909 2,496 322 23,083 5,463 17,620 
Sono""' 69,218 8,043 452 76,809 7,167 69,642 36,841 3,805 )09 40,317 6,025 34,312 
S<aniolauo 55_J!_l9 9 67l 65 512 4 920 60 592 31 693 4 767 36 460 5 009 31 451 
Sutter 14,401 1,398 15,799 1,101 14,698 7,815 7io5 8,560 1,172 7,388 
Tehama 8,477 1,087 9,564 639 8,925 4,455 548 5,003 659 4,344 
Trinity 1,796 205 2,001 418 1,583 1,369 132 1,501 309 1,192 
Tulare 45,497 6,464 5/oO 51,421 2,311 49,110 20,268 2,897 135 23,030 3,178 19,852 
Tuolumne 8 209 815 9 024 596 8 428 4 085 364 4 449 590 3 859 
Ven<ura 121,261 9,721 1,205 129,777 10,360 119,417 57,451 5,239 873 61,817 11,038 50,779 
Yolo 29,988 3,542 33,530 3,447 30,083 14,329 1,651 15,980 2,823 13,157 
Yuba 7,220 958 8,178 721 1,457 3,596 427 17 4,006 795 3,211 
TOTAL 5,492, 75H 600,962 93,740 5,999,980 452,443 5,547,S37 2,654,187 282. 3)5 55.383 2,881,ll9 472,599 2,408,540 
• 
APPENDIX II 
Ci\LIFOH\:IA LEClSL:\TUHE-1~79--kO HEC :ULAH SESSION 
No. 2742 
Introduced by Assemblyman Bannai 
(Principal coauthor: Assemblyvvornan Tanner) 
March 4, 1980 
REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON REVENUE AND TAXATION 
An act to amend Section 98 of the Revenue and Taxation 
· Code, relating to taxation, and making an appropriation 
therefor. 
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 
AB 2742, as introduced, Bannai (Rev. & Tax.). Property 
tax revenues. 
Under existing law, provision has been made for allocating 
property tax revenues to various entities of local government 
according to specified criteria. 
This bill would revise the method of making such 
allocations in specified cases. .: 
Section 2231 of the Revenue and Taxation Code requires 
the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for 
costs mandated by the state. The section also specifies the 
manner for paying the reimbursement and requires any 
statute mandating the costs to also contain an appropriation 
to pay for the costs in the initial fiscal year. 
This bill appropriates an unspecified sum to the Controller 
for allocation and disbursement to local agencies and school 
districts for costs incurred by them pursuant to this act. 
Vote: %. Appropriation: yes. Fiscal committee: yes. 
State-mandated local program: yes. 
99 40 
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AB 2742 -2--
The people of the State of CaHfon11~1 do e1wct LIS follous: 
1 SECTION 1. Section 98 of the Revenue and Taxatim1 
2 Code, as added by Chapter 282 of the Statutes of 1979, is 
3 amei1ded to read: 
4 98. The difference between the total amount of 
5 property tax revenue and the amounts allocated pursu~mt 
6 to subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 96 or subdivisicm 
7 (a) of Section 97, shall be alloc::!ted, subject to allocation 
8 and payment of funds as provided for in subdivision (b) 
9 of Section 33670 of the Health and Safety Code, as follows: 
10 (a) Within each tax rate area, the auditor shall 
11 determine an amount of property tax revenue by 
12 multiplying the value of the change in taxable assessed 
13 value from the prior to the current fiscal year by a tax rate 
14 of four dollars ($4) per one hundred dollars ($100) of 
15 assessed value. 
16 (b) Each amount determined pursuant to subdivision 
17 (a) shall be divided by the total of all such amounts 
18 computed for tax rate areas within the county. 
19 (c) The difference between the total amount of 
20 property tax revenue for the county and the sum of the 
21 amounts allocated pursuant to subdivisions (a) and (b) of 
22 Section 96 or subdivision (a) of Section 97 shall be 
23 computed. 
24 (d) The amount determined pursuant to subdivision 
25 (c) shall be multiplied by the quotients determined 
26 pursuant to subdivision (b) to derive, for each tax rate 
27 area, the amount of property tax revenue attributable to 
28 changes in assessed valuation. 
29 (e) The amount of property tax revenue determined 
30 pursuant to subdivision (d) shall be distributed to the 
31 various jurisdictions whose boundaries include the tax 
32 rate area in the same proportion that the total property 
33 tax revenue allocated to the jurisdiction with respect lo 
34 the tax rate area in the prior year bears to the total 
35 property tax revenue allocated to all jurisdictions in the 
36 tax rate area in the prior year. 
37 (f) For the 1979-80 fiscal year only: 
38 ( 1) The amount of property tax revenue, attributable 
99 BO 
30 
-3- AB 2742 
1 to the tax rate area, for each jurisdiction for the prior 
2 fiscal year shall be considered to be the total property tax 
3 revenue for such jurisdiction for fiscal year 1978-79 
4 allocated among tax rate areas in the same proportion 
5 which the taxable assessed valuation for fiscal year 
6 1978-79 in each tax rate area bears to the total taxable 
7 assessed valuation of all tax rate areas in which the 
8 jurisdiction was located in fiscal year 1978-79. 
9 (2) Property tax revenue received by local agencies in 
10 the prior fiscal year shall include the amount of state 
11 assistance payments allocated to each local agency, 
12 allocated among tax rate areas in proportion to the 
13 jurisdiction's taxable assessed valuation within each tax 
14 rate area for the 1978-79 fiscal year. 
15 (3) Property tax revenue received by school entities in 
16 the prior fiscal year shall be reduced by the adjustments 
17 required by subdivision (b) of Section 96, allocated 
18 among tax rate areas, in proportion to the school entity's 
19 taxable assessed valuation within each tax rate area for 
20 the 1978-79 fiscal year. 
21 -fmt 
22 (g) Any agency which has not filed a map of its 
23 boundaries by January 1, shall not receive any allocation 
24 pursuant to this section for the following fiscal year. 
25 (h) A city which did not levy a property tax for general 
26 fund purposes during the period from fiscal year 1975-76 
27 through fiscal year 1977-78 and which received no state 
28 assistance pursuant to Chapter 292 of the Statutes of 1978 
29 or Chapter 282 of the Statutes of 1979 shall be allocated 
30 a portion of the property tax revenue in subdivision (d); 
31 provided, that the city council of such city has adopted a 
32 resolution to such effect and notifies the county auditor 
33 of such actioii by january 3 of the calendar year in which 
34 the fiscal year begins. 
35 Upon receipt of the resolution, the allocation or 
36 property tax revenues determined in subdivision (d) 
37 shall be made pursuant to subdivision (h) rather than 
38 subdivision (e). 
39 (1) If a resolution has been received by the county 
40 auditor pursuant to subdivision (h), the amount of 
99 100 
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AB 2742 -4-
1 property t;Jx revenue determined pursuant to subdivision 
2 (h) for each tax rate area sh;lil be dJ~'ifributed as follows: 
3 (1) The lwditor shall detennine the proportion that 
4 each jurisdiction received or the tohli property tax 
5 revenue in each tax rate area in the prior fiscal year. 
6 (2) School entities shall receive a proportion of the 
7 revenue determined pursuant to subdivision (d) in each 
8 tax rate area equal to th_e proportion of total property tax 
9 revenue received by school entities in the prior fiscal 
10 year. 
11 (3) Cities which have notified the auditor pursuant to 
12 subdivision (h) shall receive for each tax rate area within. 
13 the city 6 percent of the amount determined in 
14 subdivision (d) or the balance remaining pursuant to 
15 subdivision (d) after the distribution of amounts to school 
16 entities, whichever is less. 
17 (4) The amounts distributed pursuant to paragraphs 
18 (2) and (3) of this subdivision shall be subtracted from 
19 the total sum determined for each tax rate area pursuant 
20 to subdivision (d). The remainder, if any, shall be divided 
21 among the remaining local agencies within the tax rate 
22 area in the same proportion that the property tax 
23 revenues received by such entity in the prior year bears · 
24 to all property tax revenues received by all local entities 
25 in the tax rate area in the prior fiscal year. 
26 SEC. 2. The sum of dollars ( $ ) is 
27 hereby appropriated from the General Fund to the 
28 Controller for allocation and disbursement to local 
29 agencies and school districts pursuant to Section 2231 of 
30 the Revenue and Taxation Code to reimburse the 
31 agencies for costs incurred by them pursuant to this act. 
0 
99 120 
32 
( 
ASSEMBLY REVENUE AND TAXATION C0\1!\llTTEE 
ASSEMBLYMAN WADIE P. DEDDEH, Chairman 
April 7, 1980 
SUBJECT: Property tax allocation 
WHAT THE BILL DOES: 
Allocates property tax revenues to cities which did not 
previously levy a property tax pre-Prop. 13. 
The bill provides that upon adoption of a resolution by 
the city council of a city which did not levy a general 
purpose property tax from 1975-76 through 1977-78, such 
city will be allocated 6% of the property tax revenue growth 
from each tax rate area within which that city is located. 
School districts are held harmless by ensuring them the same 
proportion of growth that they received in the prior year 
from that tax rate area,, so the amount of revenue the city 
gains is therefore lost to the county and any special districts 
currently receiving property tax. 
There is a blank appropriation to reimburse counties for 
the state mandated costs on county audito.rs. 
The bill would take effect January 1, 1981, which means 
the first fiscal year to which this bill would apply is 
1981-82. 
BACKGROUND: 
Proposition 13 limited property taxes to 1% of value, thus 
reducing property tax revenues statewide by 57%. 
In 1978, the Legislature enacted SB 154, which for 1978-79 
partially filled in local agency and school property tax 
losses by subvening "bail-out" funds in proportion to the 
local tax loss, relative to property taxes the locality 
levied from 1975-76 to 1977-78. 
In 1979, AB 8 was enacted for 1979-80 and thereafter. Local 
agencies received increased property tax allocations to 
compensate for the state bail-out, which was terminated. 
This increased property tax was shifted from the schools -1 and 
the state reimbursed the schools -for -their:_ loss.-7 - -
It is important to note that the lonq-term f~nancing program 
in AB 8 adjusted the property tax system as it existed prior 
to Prop. 13, and the adjusted allocation system affects only 
those agencies affected by Prop. 13. Property taxes are 
now allocated as follows: 
33 
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AB 2742 (BANNAI) 1 AS INTRODUCED 
Pag-e 2 
1979-80 Base: property taxes received in 1978-79 
plus the shift from schools equal 
to their 1978-79 bail-out, with 
adjustments 
1980-81 and 
thereafter property taxes received in prior 
year, with growth in tax due to 
increased assessed value allocated 
to each agency or school based on 
"situs" 
Special districts have one exception to the general rule. 
'An amount equal to their 1978-79 "bail-out", plus subse-
quent growth, is withheld and goes into one large "Special 
District Augmentation Fund" (also called "Mac's Factor") 
which is reallocated by the county board of supervisors 
among the special districts based on need (which may differ 
from their otherwise automatic allocatlon) • 
It should now be apparent that a local agency which did not 
~ a property tax pre-13 received no bail-out in 1978-~ 
(because- they suffered no loss which needed compensating) , 
and if they received no bail-out, then they received no 
1979-80 property tax base, and thus no future allocation. 
FISCAL EFFECT: 
;State. No effect, since schools are held harmless (state would 
otherwise have to make up school losses--approximately 35% of 
any school loss statewide). 
Local. Unknown revenue loss to counties in which such no-
property-tax cities are located, and to special districts 
overlapping such cities. (These districts will lose directly 
only from the growth they would otherwise receive on their 
property taxi the reduced growth on the "Mac's Factor" allo-
cation may translate into a loss for any district in the 
county, depending on the allocation chosen by the supervisors). 
Increased cost to county auditors. These computations may 
be complex and on-going in nature. 
COMMENTS: 
1. This bill would apply to 38 cities statewide, located in 
11 different counties, which did not levy property taxes 
pre-13, and to any new cities incorporated in the future. 
These cities are generally of two types: small suburban 
cities with low service demands (who often "contract out" 
for municipal services) and "industrial enclaves" or 
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2. 
3. 
"sales tax cities", which i.ncorporat_ed around a large 
sales-generating business concern(s), originally as a 
shieldfrom added property tax burdens. These enclave 
cities have traditionally gotten by largely on sales 
taxes and state subventions. 
The 1% property tax revenue pool is a "zero sum" situation, 
i.e., if one entity receives an increased benefit, then 
an equal amount of revenue must be taken away from among 
all other entities within the county. 
Why should "replacement" revenue be given for a loss 
that never occurred in the first place? 
The existing dema.r:d for revenue is far in excess of the 
available supply. It appears equitable to allow such 
cities to receive property tax revenues at the expense 
of the county and special districts which did lose property 
tax revenues under Prop. 13, and which do need replacement 
revenues. Isn't this a matter of priorities? 
4. The argument may be made that just because a city chose 
not to levy a property tax in the past doesn't mean they 
might not desire to do so in the future. However, is not 
such a city far better off than other cities which lost 
half of their prior property tax revenue? The no-property-
tax cities were apparently able to maintain an adequate 
level of services in years past by reliance on revenue 
sources other than the property tax. Data indicate a 
continued growth in all non-property tax revenue sources 
from pre-13 levels. 
5. Obtaining a "new" source of revenue in this manner is 
akin to levying a "special tax''. However, under this bill 
such a city can get at this revenue with a simple majority 
vote of its governing body, while any other city, county 
or district must receive a 2/3ds vote of the electorate 
to approve an additional tax revenue source. This is also 
a property tax, which violates the intent of Prop. 13 in 
prohibiting the property tax as a new source of revenue. 
This preferential treatment for some cities over others 
appears inequitable. 
6. The bill appears to allow a "double-dipping" for these 
cities. Not only do they receive 6% of each year's 
growth, but this revenue would become a base for the 
city, and the following year the city would receive not 
only 6% of current growth, but also this base amount 
from the prior year, plus growth on this base. Currently, 
agencies share in growth relative to the size of their 
respective property tax revenue base; no agency receives 
a special growth allocation "off the top". 
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This double-dipping is even more pronounced for a 
new city, which will have a full-flet-'1qed base plus growth 
already. There appears to be no jusi.-i fication for 
allowing this procedure to cover new cities. 
7. This bill essential guarantees 6% c·f growth in a tax 
rate area to a former no-propert.y-tax city. However, 
cities with existing property tax allocations have no 
such guarantee; since growth is allocated in relation 
to each entity's base, these ci s may now be getting 
less than 6%, or more. 
8. Currently, all property owners in the state pay the same 
basic $4 tax rate, no matter how much "government" they 
get. The same $4 rate applies to a taxpayer in a city 
which is getting property tax revenues, as well as a 
taxpayer in a city not getting property taxes. 
However, prior to Prop. 13 the tax rate was 2-3 times 
higher than it is now, thus, the curren·t situation does 
not appear to be adverse to the property owner in terms 
of tax burden. 
9. New cities are provided for under AB 8 and may receive a 
portion of property tax revenues, while the existing 
cities which levied no property tax pre-13 may not 
receive such revenues. 
The rationale for allowing new ci s to receive revenues 
is that, unlike the existingci ties, they have no proven 
track record of being able to get along without property 
tax revenues. It is the right of citizens to petition 
for the incorporation of a city, and the Legislature has 
not deprived people of the property tax as a revenue 
source if it is needed for a new city--for which there 
is local support--to succeed. The extending of property 
taxes to that entity, nowever, comes with the full realiza-
tion that every other jurisdiction in the county will have 
to do with that much less property tax revenues, which is 
the price that must be paid for "more government". 
10. A mechanism now exists in AB 8 for a local agency to 
reduce its property tax allocation, and in effect reduce 
the tax rate below $4 for taxpayers within that tax 
rate area(s). Under s bill, a no-property-tax city 
could obtain an allocation, just so they could turn around 
and reduce their effective rate, in order to give their 
taxpayers a break. In some ties the prime bene-
ficiaries of such a tax reduction would be large 
commercial or indus al taxpayers. This may also 
preclude the county from giving all of its own tax-
payers a tax reduction. 
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80-269 
Honorable Wadie Deddeh, Chairman 
Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
Room 2137, State Capitol 
Attention: Ellen Worcester 
Dear Assemblyman Deddeh: 
The following information has been prepared in response to your 
request for an analysis of fiscal data concerning 31 California cities 
that do not receive property tax revenue from the basic "$4" property 
tax rate. 
Data Sources and Methodology 
The analysis set out below is based on data drawn from two sources. 
The first data source was the responses to the questionnaire prepared by 
your staff and mailed to the 31 affected cities. Twenty cities 
completed and returned the questionnaire. Table I lists the 31 cities 
and indicates which cities returned the questionnaire. The second 
source of data was the 1978-79 Annual Report of Financial Transactions 
Concerning Cities of California compiled by the State Controller. Our 
analysis is based more heavily on the second data source because it is 
the latest year for which comparable data is available regarding both 
the 31 "property tax-less" cities and the other 387 cities that do 
receive property tax revenues. Throughout our analysis we have excluded 
San Francisco from the city data base comparisons since its unusual dual 
ro1e as city and county would bias the fiscal data comparisons. 
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Data from both sources should be approached with some caution. In 
both sources cities may differ in how they choose to report expen-
ditures, particularly expenditures for "overhead" items such as retire-
ment costs, insurance, and general city management. The questionnaire 
responses in some instances involve imated data for the 1979-80 
fiscal year rather than actual figures All information concerning the 
1980-81 fiscal year in the questionnaires is based on estimated revenues 
and expenditures. Past experience has ind ated that budget estimates 
tend to be below both actual revenues and expenditures reported at the 
close of the fiscal year. For these reasons, and because comparison 
data about other California ties was not avail e after the 1978-79 
fiscal year we have based the k an ysis on comparisons drawn 
from 1978-79 data reported to Controller. 
To facilitate comparisons with other California cities we have 
classified the 31 cities population ze as well as treating all 31 
cities as one group. 
Comparison of Per Capita Revenues 
During the 1978-79 fiscal year the 31 cities that did not receive 
any property tax revenues from the basic $4 tax rate had an average of 
$166 in total revenue per capita. This amount was slightly more than 50 
percent of the $330 per capita figure for 1 California cities. 
Table II, Comparison of Per Capita Revenues Expenditures for 31 
Property Tax-less Cities with All Other Cali ia Cities, displays the 
relevant data in a side-by- comparison. 
Approximately 75 percent of the $164 per capita revenue gap between 
these two classes of cities can be accounted for in four categories of 
revenue. The property x, defined as taxes plus the amount of 
SB 154 Block Grants (the basis the perty tax shift from schools, to 
local agencies contained in AB 8 197 ), accounts for $50 or 30 per-
cent of the per capi revenue gap. next 1 argest category is "other 
federal grants" which accounts for $39 or 24 percent of the per capita 
revenue gap. The "serv ce " and "other revenue categories 
each account for $18 or 11 percent of per capita revenue gap between 
the property tax-less ci es 1 other California cities. 
The 31 cities without property tax revenues are, as a result, more 
dependent on sales tax revenues (36 percent of total revenues) and state 
shared revenues (17 percent of total revenues) than are all other 
cities. Such cities are also much less depend on federal grants 
{8 percent of total revenues) than are a11 other California cities, 
where federal grants are 16 percent of revenues. 
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Comparison of_ Per Capita ~enditures 
During the 1978-79 fiscal year the 31 property tax-less cities had 
per capita expenditures of $136 • This amount was 44 percent of the 
$310 per capita expenditures of all other California cities. Thus, for 
the 31 cities under study, spending per capita was $30 less than reve-
nues per capita while for all other cities the difference between reve-
nues and spending per capita was only $20. This discrepancy results 
from either a desire to build reserve funds for future capital programs 
or problems that cities have in reporting capital facility spending for 
purposes of the Controller's annual report • 
The major significant difference between the expenditure pattern of 
the 31 property tax-less cities and all other cities is the very small 
amount they spend on fire protection services. The explanation for this 
difference is that 26 of the 31 cities receive fire protection from fire 
districts. On average, the 31 cities spend only 1 percent of their 
budgets ($1 per capita) on fire protection while all other California 
cities spend 10 percent of their budgets on fire protection ($32 per 
capita). It is interesting to note that the discrepancy in per capita 
spending for fire protection services ($31} is nearly equal to the 
average per capita property tax revenues of California cities ($36) 
prior to the AB 8 shift of property tax revenues to replace the SB 154 
Block Grants. 
Only five cities in the group of 31 spend any money on fire protec-
tion. (These five are Colma ($7,589), Commerce ($3.26 million), Foster 
City ($649,162), Palm Desert ($20,043), and Rancho Mirage ($8,823).) 
The remaining 26 cities are in fire protection districts that provide 
service to residents of the city. It sho u 1 d be noted that these fire 
protection districts receive a share of the basic $4 property tax reve-
nues and are eligible for additional property tax revenues from the 
county controlled Special District Augmentation Fund, created by Revenue 
and Taxation Code Section 98.6. 
It should also be noted that only four cities (Cerritos, Commerce, 
Palmdale, and Palm Desert) reported any expenditures for library ser-
vices. Once again, many of the other 27 cities, particularly those in 
Los Angeles County, are in library districts which receive a share of 
the basic $4 property tax rate revenues. Finally, two substantial 
cities in Ventura County (Camarillo, population 33,300; Simi Valley, 
population 75,300) reported no expenditures for park and recreation pur-
poses. Both of these cities are served by recreation and park districts 
that receive some property tax revenues. 
Comparison with 92 Cities that Have No Responsibility 
for Fire Protection 
Table III, Comparison of 31 Property Tax-less Cities with 92 Cities 
that Spend Less than $1 Per Capita on Fire Services presents a more use-
ful comparison group against which to test the 31 cities. The level of 
$1 per-capita spending on fire protection serves as a proxy for 
selecting those cities that rely on either another agency to supply fire 
protection or on volunteer fire departments. 
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The gap between the per capita revenues and expenditures of the 31 
property tax-less cities and other California cities is considerably 
reduced when we compare these 31 cities with the 92 other California 
cities that spend less than $1 per capita on fire protection services. 
The 31 cities' $166 of per capita revenues represents 76 percent of the 
$219 per capita average revenues of the 92 comparison cities. The 31 
cities $136 of per capita expenditures represents 68 percent of the $200 
per capita average expenditures of the 92 comparison cities. Thus, in 
both the revenue and expenditure areas the 31 property tax-less cities 
are much closer to "normal" if we compare them with cities that have 
little or no responsibility for fire protection. 
The 92 comparison cities received an average of $25 per capita in 
property tax and block grant revenues and show substantially larger per 
capita revenue in the "other revenues" category ($22 vs. $9) and in the 
"other federal grants 11 category ($33 vs. $15). Surprisingly, the 31 
property tax-less cities receive more per capita sales tax revenues 
($59 vs. $45) than do the 92 comparison cities. However, though the 
gap has been narrowed there is still a signi cant difference between 
the per capita revenues and expenditures of the two groups of cities. 
This gap is particularly apparent in expenditures per capita for public 
works ($62 vs. $33) and parks and recreation ($29 vs. $15}. 
Comparisons with Cities Grouped by Population Size 
Tables IV through VIII compare the property tax-less cities with all 
other cities according to population size. The data presented is the 
same as was displayed in Tables II and III discussed above. 
Table IV, Comparison of Property Tax-less Cities with Populations 
from 5,000 to 10,000 with 61 Similarly Sized Cities, shows that the two 
property tax-less cities have higher per capita revenues than the 
average for the 61 cities with similar populations. Sales taxes, other 
local taxes, and licenses and permits provide the property tax-less 
cities with their revenue advantage. In the case of Rolling Hills 
Estates, the accumulation of a large reserve for future capital projects 
explains why per capita spending is so much lower than per capita reve-
nues in the two property tax-less cities. 
Tables V through VIII showed the same pattern as the overall avera-
ges. The 31 property tax-less cities receive from 53 to 63 percent of 
the amount of per capita revenues received by similarly sized cities. The 
31 cities expend from 45 to 61 percent of the average amount of expen-
ditures of the comparison groups of cities. 
Two Unusual Cities 
Table IX, Per Capita Revenues and Expenditures for the Cities of 
Colma and Commerce, displays per capita data for two very unusual 
cities. These two property tax-less cities have extremely high per 
capita revenues, chiefly due to the phenomenal amount of per capita 
sales tax revenues each city receives. These cities have per capita 
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revenues that are six to eight times as high as the state average 
($2,682 for Colma and $1,990 for Commerce vs. a state average of $330). 
Due to these large per capita amounts. we have excluded these cities 
from the comparisons discussed above so as not to distort the com-
parisons. 
Revenue Growth 
Table X, Growth in Total City Revenues from Fiscal Year 1978-79 to 
1979-80, shows the growth in total revenues reported by the 20 property 
tax-less cities that responded to the Assembly Revenue and Taxation 
Committee survey. Twelve of the twenty cities responding had an 
increase of 10 percent or more in total revenues from 1978-79 to 
1979-80. Seven of these cities had revenue growth of 20 percent or 
more. 
We reviewed the estimated revenue growth estimates for 1979-80 to 
1980-81 fiscal years and found only three cities projecting revenue 
growth of more than 10 percent. Twelve cities estimated revenue growth 
between 0 and 10 percent while three forecast absolute declines in reve-
nues (chiefly due to lower federal grants). Such estimates should be 
used cautiously since estimated revenues for budgeting purposes are 
often substantially lower than the actual revenues reported at the end 
of the fiscal year. 
Other Issues Raised in the Survey 
Several other points worth noting were raised in the responses to 
the Committee's questionnaire. Several cities face substantial declines 
in state shared revenues (vehicle license fees, cigarette taxes, gas 
taxes, trailer coach fees and liquor licenses) after the results of the 
1980 census are released. The two cities hardest hit by this are 
LaCanada-Flintridge and Lancaster. Both of these cities were incor-
porated since the 1970 census and currently receive subventions based on 
population figures generated by multiplying the number of registered 
voters in the city by three. This procedure is authorized by Section 
2107 of the Streets and Highways Code and Section 11005 of the Revenue 
and Taxation Code for purposes of calculating state subventions for 
newly incorporated cities. Currently, subventions for 
LaCanada-Flintridge are calculated on the basis of a population of 
41,094 while the actual population as of January 1, 1980, was 19,300. 
Beginning in 1981-82 the Controller will use the lower figure based on 
the latest census. This will reduce state shared revenues by approxima-
tely $600,000 per year. Similarly, the City of Lancaster currently is 
treated as having a population of 64,638 while its actual population as 
of January 1, 1980 was 48,100. Its revenue loss would be approximately 
$460,000. For La-Canada-Flintridge the loss represents 24 percent of 
its total 1978-79 revenues. For Lancaster the loss represents 6.6 per-
cent of its 1978-79 revenues. 
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Several other property tax-less cities, including Norwalk, 
Paramount, Pico Rivera, and South El Monte, also face a reduction in 
state shared revenues, though not as severe as the ones discussed above. 
These cities have suffered population declines since the 1970 census. 
Until the 1980 Census results are available Section 2107 of the Streets 
and Highways Code requires the Controller to calculate state shared 
revenue subventions on the basis of the last federal census or the most 
recent Department of Finance population estimate, whichever is higher. 
As a result of population declines these cities also face a revenue loss 
in 1981-82 and future years. 
Several of the cities that responded to the Committee•s question-
naire indicated that they desired to receive property tax revenues 
because it was a relatively stable revenue source that facilitated 
future budget planning and controlled growth of city services. These 
respondents also pointed out that the property tax-less cities have no 
financial incentive to accommodate residential or industrial growth 
since these land uses do not provide property or sales tax revenue. 
Only commercial land uses that generate sales and use tax revenues pro-
vide these cities with some financial resources for meeting the 
increased demand for city services caused by new development. 
In conclusion, we can note that the absence of property tax reve-
nues in these 31 cities cannot alone account for the entire discrepancy 
between their spending per capita and that of all the comparison groups 
examined. Further research would be required to examine possible expla-
nations for the discrepancy. Possible causes might include differences 
in the per capita income of residents, age of city infrastructure and 
work force, prevailing local wage rates, or local political preferences 
for low taxes and spending. 
Please let us know if you need additional assistance in this study. 
Attachments (10) 
5641 
Sincerely, 
RICHARD W. BRAND~ 
1!<. ·"<:···--- . ~,C>(·---­'-- / .b)? 
by Kevin Bacon 
Consultant 
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TABLE I 
NO-PROPERTY-TAX CITIES AS OF JULY 1980 
Los Angeles County 
Artesia 
Bellflower 
Carson 
*Cerritos 
Conmerce 
Cudahy 
*La Canada-Flintridge 
*La Mirada 
*Lancaster 
La Puente 
*Lawndale 
*Lomita 
*Norwalk 
Palmdale 
*Paramount 
*Pi co Rivera 
*Rolling Hills Estate 
*Rosemead 
*South El Monte 
Temple City 
San Mateo County 
*Colma 
Foster City 
Ventura County 
*Camari 11 o 
*Simi Valley 
Thousand Oaks 
Contra Costa County 
*Lafayette 
*P 1 easant Hi 11 
Orange County 
*Yorba Linda 
Riverside County 
*Palm Desert 
Rancho Mirage 
San Bernardino County 
*Victorville 
Source: Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
*Cities that responded to the Committee's questionnarie. 
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TABLE I I 
B evef!_~~~Jl_~_c_~g'! 
Taxes 
lproperty Tax 
Sales Tax 
Other Loc~l Taxes 
* 
Sharer! Revenues and Grants 
2state Shared Revenues 
SB 154 Block Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other Revenues 
COMPARISON OF PER CAPITA REVENUES ANO EXPENDITURES FOR 
31 PROPERTY TAX-LESS CITIES WITH ALL OTHER CALIFORNIA CITIES 
(based on Reported 1978-79 data). 
-387CTfleswith -3rcities·----~ ** 
Property Tax without Property 
Revenue Tax Revenues 
--r----wy- -T--
________ \!.t.. _________ lU_ J:_ J~_IJ_~rl_Q_i_! u re_~_p.P:_r:_~'i_ ti! 
_3i_ ---- 11) _-..::.__ ____ --
~~------ i~ _}~ ~=-(ta= General Government 
Pol ice 
i~ ----- ·ftU_2JL_ ___ \11)_ Fire 
--£[ ___ m 'rtUf~~~ ---~ _=t[-=- Public Works 
Libraries 
38!-ci ties -wrFf1 -3rcrtre-s--- ---
Proper·ty Tax without Property 
Revenue Tax Revenue 
=~~c-=:=~]!L: ==J::::.-::-__::-=='TI'L~ 
__ '[' __ j.I_U_ __21__ ___ lliL_ 
__ 52_ __ (_!_'!_) ___ ___ :g _____ (?}l_ 
_...:l?. __ (J_Q_L ____ 1 ____ (lL _ 
__ ]Sl__(D_)_ _ _ D_ __ {?_4j __ _ 
_6 __ J~L ___ 2 ____ (lL __ 
Investments and Property - 16 5 9 
Service Charges ~0 9 12 Parks and Recreation 
2r,eneral Govt. Non-
~----~----- (2_)_ _____ 1_5 __ li_lL_ 
Licenses and Permits 7 2 7 
Fines and Penalties n 2 4 
Other Revenues 27 8 9 
Total Revenue 
per capita 
lproperty taxes include debt service and state property tax 
subventions. 
Zstate shared Revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes, 
trailer coach fees, liquor licenses, and cigarette taxes. 
*San Francisco was not inclurled as a city. 
**See Table I for a list of the 31 cities. 
-~[Jart;_mental __ _ 
Other 
Tot a 1 ExpAnd itures 
per capita 
Average Taxable Assessed 
Value per capita 
--~-_{.0_)___ _1_0 _ _li_~L 
___ u_ ____ {!L_L ___ J 2 _____ _Lq_)__ 
-~llL ___ LlQ.Oj_ 
-~-~l~- __l!JD_ ___ _ 
2Jnc1udes retirement, insurance, and other costs that 
are not distributed back to functional areils. 
Source: Assembly Office of Research calculations based on the Controller's 
1978-79 Annual Report of Financial Transactions Concerning California Cities. 
*"" U1 
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TABLE I If COMPARISON OF 31 PROPERTY TI\X-LESS CITIES WifH 92 CITIES 
THAT SPEND LESS THAN $1 PER CAPITA ON FIRE '>ERV ICES 
(based on reported 1978-79 expenditures) 
Revenues per capita 
faxes 
Property Tax 
Sales T~x 
Other Local Taxes 
Shared Revenues ~nd Grants 
*St~te Shared Revenues 
SB 154 Bloc¥. Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other Revenues 
3TProperEJ __ _ 
~ ._ ·~~ j Tax-less Cities N,- $ '%,--
. -------- --~l_. 
59 
-'-'-'-~L ____ _ 
__ 2!?_ ______ illL 
--1}------~ -· =m-
----- ~_:_ 
Set·vice Charges L?Q_ \21L 12 ----7~ 
Investments and Property ~=--=--=~W~-9----~ 
Licenses and Permits ~ ~ ~ 
Fines and Penalties 
Other Revenues 
Total Revenue 
per capita I $219 
_!'.verage Po~lation 15,910 33,942 
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes, 
trailer coach fees, liquor licenses, and cigarette taxes. 
92 Tcilii[)drison-T-----n-rroperrY ---·-1 
~~ndi~l!res per cap_!li! 1:::_-=_T_Cit_~~(!)__ l_Iaf J==s_~~VL __ 
General Government ~-~~ ____ (li) __ 1 __ _]2 ____ jl6_L 
Pol ice I -~{. __ (~l_L ___ _J_l_ __ _i2_l)_ 
Fire I __ --:.::_ __ ___ _l ______ lli_ _ 
Public Works I __ 6_2__ __ J~)_-l ____ 3_3 ___ .. lZiL 
~::::r::: Recreation :--~: -~t~l=--1_~=~~: __ 
Other 
Total Ex pend i tures 
per capita 
Average Taxable Assessed 
~lue~ capiti!_ 
IZ__ __ (JJl __ 
$_~_(l_O.Ql __ 
__ $4 ,66.2_ __ 
-----] 
__ _31_ ___ ~L
__ _$}dii__ ___ ( I_OQ.L_ _ 
__$_i.!_U ___ _ 
Source: Assembly Office of Research calculations based on the Controller's 
1978-7J Annual Report of Financial Transactions Conc_erni n~forni a_Cj_ ties. 
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TABLE IV COMPARISON OF PROPERTY TAX-LESS CITIES WITH POPULATIONS 
FROM 5,000 to tO,OOO WITH 61 SIMILARLY SilEO CITIES 
(based on reported 1978-79 data) 
Revenl!_~uer _capt~ 
Taxes 
Property Tax 
Soles Tax 
61 --2 Proper·ty 
Tax-less Cities 
-~ r--==-.-=-1! 
-- -· 
__ l1=-~---=flli=: 
1 E------------1-------------61 Comparison 2 Property ~~f!dit_ures per caP.it'! --r-~~~-~ITL-= Tat l~s~ C!_(i[=::-
Genera 1 Government ___ _3_3 __ lli_Lj __ ~JQL 
Other Local Taxes 
Shared Revenues ilnd Grants 
*State Shared Revenues 
SB 151 Block Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other· Revenues 
Service Charges ~0 
Investments and Property ---r2 
Licenses and Permits 8 
Fines and Penalties 6 
Other Revenues 27 
Total Revenue 
per capita 
Avera~_fQp_ul at ion 
$_291 ,H~ I I ~-, 
7 ,126 _7 ,400 
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes, 
trailer coach fees, liquor licenses, and cigarette taxes. 
1rhe two cities were Rancho r~irage and Rolling Hills Estates. 
Pol ice 
Fire 
Pub! ic Works 
Libraries 
Parks and Recreation 
Other 
Total Expenditur·es 
per capt ta 
~e Ta)(_i!_ble Assess~ 
-va 1 u~_p~r:_~~ 
Source: Ass~nbly Office of Research calculations based on the Controller's 
1978-79 Annual Report of Financial Transactions Concerning California Cities. 
sJ (19_L __ __1_Q_ ____ (2_1_L_ 
__ l_~ _____ (§J____ --
__ il5 ___ LRL __ ---~~----U1L 
--_ _J __ _(l)___ --
---~ ___ (ZJ___ --~---ill_L_ 
~2 ___ m> 1 42 _(22 
ll~_(l<2_<2_L_"_ 
_t5_,113 _ _tl_~l_~_ 
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TABLE V COMPARISON OF PROPER ry TAX-LESS CHIES WITIJ POPULATIONS 
FROr~ 10,000 to 2'i,OOO WITH 77 SIMILIIRI.Y SIZrO CITIES 
(based on reported 1978-79 data) 
B_evenug_s__p_S!_t: _c:_~gi!Jl. 
Taxes 
Property Tax 
Soles Tilx 
Other Local Taxes 
Shar·ed Revenues and Grants 
*State Shareo Revenues 
SB lS4 Block Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other Revenues 
Service Charges 
Investments and Property 
Licenses and Permits 
Fines and Penalties 
Other Revenues 
Totill Revenue 
per capita 
Average Population 
-7/cOii~rrs-on ·-1--1 o Tro-ilerty ----
Cities Tax-less Cities 
___ f____ - $------ -· 
--za ---~~or -_-::-·-----~!=-
59'____ 20 f. -sr------mr~ 
22 -==---==- ()_- ---w-:--=-= 11 = 
-28 ____ u..ti_ 
$290 _____ (lO_Q.U $176 
_17 ,Q!L_ 
__ 11_,819 --
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes. 
trailer coach fees, liquor licenses, and cigarette taxes. 
lThe ten cities are Artesia, Cudahy, Foster· City, Lafayette, Lawndale 
Lomita, Palmdale, Palm Desert, South El Monte, Victorville. 
fxpendi!.t:f_r:_€!~~r::_~e_i_t_~ 
General Government 
Pol ice 
Fire 
Puhl ic Wor-ks 
Libraries 
Parks ~nd Recreation 
Other~ 
To till Ex p1~no i tures 
per capita 
Av~!:_i!9!_laxable Assess€!.c! 
V a 1 u~..t:._£<~_gj_!Jl._ 
Source: Assembly Office of Research calculations based on the Controller's 
1?78-79 1\nnua~ort of Financial Transactions Concerning California Cities. 
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Cities Tax-less Cities 
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__ .H_,762__ __ 
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TABLE VI COMPARISON OF PROPERfY TAX-LFSS CITIES WITH POPULATIONS 
FR0~1 25,000 TO 40,000 WITH 53 SIMILARLY SIZto ClTIES 
(hilserl on reported l 978-79 expenditures) 
5H Compa l'i son 6 Property 
B_eve~\!~U~~r __ ~!li l;_il_ 
Taxes '
"-- "-"- _______ ! _____ " _______ _ 
~~~dituc~p-~~il_pj_~ ~__=~=t_c_j_~=~r~r_~~- -~=f-~~~=-~-~_ur_ 
Property Tax 
Sales Tax 
Other Local Taxes 
Shar·ed Revenues and Grants 
*State Shared Revenues 
SB 154 Block Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other Revenues 
Service Charges 
In vestments and Property 
Licenses and Permits 
Fines and Penalties 
Other Revenues 
28 oo F=ji 
~ ___ =n_Q_ 
General Government 
Pol Ice 
Fire 
Pub 1 i c Works 
Libraries 
Parks and Recreation 
Other 
Total Expenditures Total Revenue 
per capita _~, 1 ~· ·~ )00) I per capita 
Averag_e~f!!:_i_on 32,148 _30,81§ __ _ 
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes, 
trailer coach fees, liquor licenses, and cigarette taxes. 
lrhe six cities are Camarillo, LaPuente, Paramount, 
Pleasant Hill, Temple City, and Yorba Linda. 
Average Taxable AJ~essed 
Value per ca~ita 
Source: 1\ssemhly Office of Research calculations based on the Controller's 
1978-79 Annual Report of Financial Transactions Concernin~_~liforniaS_L~~· 
_31_ ____ luJ. ____ J]__ ____ u_-u __ 
_4_s _l!_~L ___ :g _____ ~6_!__ 
____ 2_5 _ (l0J _____ ()__ 
__ ll_ ___ ~~)_ _]!l __ _(]_l_L 
_?_ __ _RL_ o 
_l_l __ (~JL_ j ___ _n_ ____ (2z l __ 
JZ4 6 _ (1 oo L _ _l ___ $_l2_3 ____ U()_Q)__~_ 
$5,078 _j_~2_7 __ 
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TABLE VI I COMPARISON OF PROPERTY TAX-lf:SS CTT!f:S WITH POPUL,UJilN'; 
FROM 40,000 TO W,OOfJ WITH 25 SIMILARLY SI.iTD CfT!ES 
(based on reported 1978-79 expenditures) 
• 
R ever:_ u e ~_pe r _<O_il]!_i_t:_i! 
Taxes 
Property Tax 
Sale' Tax 
Other Lora! T~xes 
-25 comparEor1--j--6.l'rorerty ___ _ 
Cities Tax-less Cities 
---r---~-r------ro/1-
- % _______ _\h_ __ 
27 12 -- --1----To---- 26 - --~-----{JZf" 1-fr---- · 9 ~- __ 'f _____ Tilr: [=:
25 comil.l;Tson-~---6-rroiiet:Fy -
Expenditure~_<:?_R.!.~ -.:.:.rc~~i- .-· --.=r~es_~J!Hr 
General Goven11:1en~ __ ]_<'.l_ __ _(]_4) ___ ------'-=-·-------
Shared Revenues and Grants 
*State Shared Revenues 
SR 154 Rlock Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other Reven11es 
, _____ ._____ ---·-·-· . ------ ->--- --
~. i8--==-~=ltlli3l~-:~ ---~~L 8 4 -----·-~~ 
·-nr----- - 8 (6L 
--------- __ 8 _u ___ JliL 
Service Charges tig ~ Investments and Property 1_1 __ 
Licenses and Permits 6 3 
Fines and Penalties 4------ Z 
Other Revenues 14 ----6 
----- -
12 ~ nr---__5 ___ 3-
_4 ___ 3 
__ 5 -==-- 3 -
Total Revenue 
per capita 
Aver~J:!.Latio_12 
~_g2_4- _ ___l!_QQlJJ 143 ___ ll 001_ 
_ 49,522 -- _£,_294 __ _ 
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes, 
trailer coach fees, 1 iquor 1 icenses, and cigarette taxes. 
!The six cities are Bellflower, Cerritos, La C;mada-Flintridge, 
La Mirada, Pico Rivera, Rosemead. The Controller reports La Canada-
Flintridge's population as 41,094 based on statutes dictating the 
calculation of the population of newly Incorporated cities. 
Po I ice 
Fire 
Public Works 
Uhraries 
Parks and Recreation 
Other 
Tot a 1 Ex p.~nd i tur·es 
per capita 
Average Taxab ~-~~~ssed 
Valu~eer~~ 
Source: Assembly Office of Research calculations hased on the Controller's 
1978-79 Annual Report of Financial Transactions Concerning California Cities. 
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TABLE VIII COMPARISON OF PROPERTY TAX-LESS CITIES WITH POPULATIONS 
FROM 60,000 TO 100,000 WITH 39 SIMILARLY SIZEIJ CITIES 
(based on reported 1978-79 expenditures) 
-----s· Property --
Revenug_uer capita 
Taxes 
Tax-less Cities 
-r-___ (!I_ 
~Campa rison~---5-Pror,;-rtY--
Expenditur·es per capita 1 Cities Tax-less Cities 
r<n·· ----r--,.n-
____ \"'.1.... _ ____ .,;;,_1_ 
Property Tax 
Sales Tax 
Other Local Taxes 
Shared Revenues and Grants 
*State Shared Revenues 
SB 154 Block Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Other Revenues 
Service Charges 
Investments an<! Property 
Licenses and Permits 
Fines and Penalties 
Other Revenues 
Total Revenue 
per capita 
Ave'=.~_Q.P.u 1 at ion 
9 
5 
2 
- 2 
-- 7 
---
$29~--__ 0_00 
76,792 
-- --
'JJ 
-H1f=-= 15 
----
2_? __ __l!_?_L 
-- --
- 1~ d~J : 
------ . 
. I 7 -4 -7 ---4 j 
3 2 . 
8 5 
-----
j_ill_ ____ j_l OQJ__j 
75,875 
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gas taxes, 
trailer coach fees, liquor licenses, and cigarette taxes. 
lJhe five cities are Carson, Lancaster, Norwalk, Simi Valley, 
and Thousand Oaks. The Controller reports Lancaster's population 
as 64,638 based on statutes dictating the calculation of the 
population of newly incorporated cities. 
General Government 
Pol ice 
Fire 
Puhl ic Works 
Li brar·ies 
Parks and Recreation 
Other 
Total Expenditures 
per capita 
~verage Taxable Assessed 
Value per c~ 
Source: Assetnbly Office of Research calculations based on the Controller's 
1978-?9 Annual Report of Financial Transactions Co~cerning California Cities. 
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Property Tax 
Sales Tax 
Other Local Taxes 
Shared Revenues and Grants 
*State Shared Revenues 
SB 154 131 ock Grant 
Federal Revenue Sharing 
Other Federal Grants 
Ot het' Revenues 
Service Charges 
Investments and Property 
Licenses and Permits 
Fines and Penalties 
Other Revenues 
Total Revenue 
per capita 
P opu l ~!.! o_r:~ 537 
PER CAPITA REVENUES AND EXPENDfTURES FOR 
FOR THF CIT !ES OF COU1A AND CmlMERCE 
(based on reported 1973-79 
------·---T1ty of 
1!__,008__ 1•v~ 1 \ 
_ _l_Q_,§~-
Ex 12.~'lq_i t u res pe_r~ <p_i_1_i! 
General Government 
Pol ice 
Fire 
Pub1 ic Works 
Libt·aries 
Parks and Recreation 
Other 
Total Ex nend itures 
per capl ta 
Taxable Assessed Value 
_2er ~~ta =---
*State shared revenues include vehicle license fees, gils tilxes, 
trailer conch ft>es, liquor icenses, and cigarette taxes. 
1 ThP Ci of Colma is in San ~lateo County and the City of Conmerce 
is in s Anqeles County. 
Source: Assembly Office of Rese~rch calculations hased on the Controller's 
1~1'__8_::- 7 9 ;l.~t::l'_J a__l_R__~_p__Q_r:_~_()_f_ fJ ~'!_fl!=__i_'!_l_}I_ a_r1_:; a_<:__t__-i__()n s _cone e r'"!_ i n g_~'!_l_ i f ()_t:_f!i__!!_( g i_!?__:; • 
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TABLE X 
GROWTH IN TOTAL CITY REVENUES 
FROM FISCAL YEAR 1978-79 TO 1979-80 
Decline 
Lawndale (-4.3%) 
0 - 5% Increase 
Yorba Linda (2.8%) 
5 - 10% Increase 
Cerritos 
Lafayette 
Pleasant Hill 
Rosemead 
(5.6%) 
(7. 0%) 
(8. 9%) 
(6. 7%) 
10 - 20% Increase 
Colma 
laCanada -
Flintridge 
Palm Desert 
Pico Rivera 
Simi Valley 
South El Monte 
(16.0%) 
(19.4%) 
(12.4%) 
(11.2%) 
(13.4%) 
(12. 7%) 
20% + Increase 
Camarillo 
La Mirada 
Lancaster 
Lomita 
Paramount 
Rolling Hi 11 s 
Estates 
Victorville 
(23.1%) 
(26.4%) 
(20.1%) 
(21.1%) 
(27 .8%) 
(32 .1 %) 
(23.0%) 
Source: Cities responding to the Assembly Revenue and Taxation 
Committee questionnaire on finances of property tax-less 
cities. 
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